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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION, 


I publish to the world the result of my labours upon the Epistle to the 
Romans with unfeigned diffidence, and with a trembling sense of the respon¬ 
sibility which I incur by so doing. This epistle has been the grand arena, if 
I may so express myself, on which theological combatants have been contending 
ever since the third century, and perhaps still earlier. The turn which the 
apostle James has given to his discussion respecting justification, makes it 
probable that even in his time there were some who abused the words of 
Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans, concerning the doctrine of ‘justification 
by faith without the deeds of law.’ If so, then it would seem that there has 
been no period since this epistle was written, in which its meaning has not 
been more or less a subject of contest. 

Ilow could this bo otherwise, since it discusses the highest and most difficult 
of all the doctrines which pertain to the Christian system 1 Men must be 
more alike in their early education, their illumination, their habits of reason¬ 
ing, and their theological convictions, than they have hitherto been, and they 
must love God and each other better than they have ever yet done, not to 
differ in their interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans. It strikes at the 
root of all human pride and vain-glory ; it aims even a deadly blow: And 
where a passionate attachment to these is rankling in the breast, how is it 
possible that this epistle should meet with a welcome reception, and the 
authority of its simple and obvious meaning be admitted 1 Even where the 
remains of such an attachment are still lurking within, and only now and then 
developing themselves, because the heart is in some measure unsanctified, 
there we cannot expect to find an unprejudiced interpretation of the writing 
in question. An epistle which is, as it were, the very Confession of Faith 
that a true Christian is to make, must needs receive an interpretation more 
or less forced, on the part of all who are influenced by pride, by passion, by 
prejudice, by ill-directed early instruction, or by ignorance. 

For these reasons, an interpreter of this epistle must expect opposition at 
the present day, let his views be what they may. Be he Calvinist, Arminian, 
Pelagian, Antinomian, Socinian, or of any other sect, it is in vain for him to 
think of escape. Paul is a writer too formidable to be acknowledged as an 
opponent. Hence, when he is interpreted so that the views of one party in any 
particular point seem to be favoured, other parties are very apt to unite in 
condemning the interpretation. Nothing will satisfy them but to have such 
a writer explained as siding with them. Alas, then, for the interpreter ! 
While he meets, perhaps, with the approbation of a few, he must of course 
expect the vehement dissent of many. He must make up his mind, therefore, 
before he publishes, to bear with all this, and to bear with it patiently and 
firmly; or else he had better abstain from publishing. It may appear to him 
as a very undesirable remuneration for painful and long-protracted labours ; 
but it is ono which others have been obliged to receive, and which he also must 
expect. The only offset for all the pains which this may occasion him, must 
bo the hope, that his labours after all may do some good ; and that, if they do 
not themselves on the whole directly advance the cause of truth, they may at 
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least be the means of exciting others to make inquiries, which will result in 
the accomplishment of such an end. 

For myself, I do not profess to be free from all prejudices of education and 
all attachment to system, in such a degree as to make it certain that my views 
may not sometimes be affected by them. Nor do I profess to be so illuminated 
in respect to divine things, and so skilled in the original language and criti¬ 
cism of the New Testament, as to be certain that all my concluaions respecting 
the meaning of the epistle before us are correct. Homo sum, et nihil humani 
a me cdienum puto. When, therefore, I speak in the indicative mood, and 
say that this means thus and so, the reader will not understand that any thing 
more is intended, than that this is true in my opinion. To be always dealing 
in the conditional mood, and filling one’s pages with if, perhaps, probably , 
possibly, may it not, can it not, &c., &c., would be intolerable in such a writing 
as a commentary. Besides, it would represent the author himself as in a 
perpetual state of doubt or uncertainty. This I cannot truly say of myself. 
My convictions, for the most part, have become definite and full in respect to 
far the greater portion of the Epistle to the Romans. To represent them other¬ 
wise, would be to misrepresent them. 

Rut this does not imply that I am insensible to the weakness of human 
nature, or to my exposedness to err. If I have any knowledge of my own heart, 
;t is very far from such insensibility. After all, however, a man who is liable 
to err, may form opinions, and may be satisfied that they are correct. This 
all men do, and must do ; and all which can be-properly demanded of them is, 
that they should hold themselves open to conviction, whenever adequate rea¬ 
sons are offered to convince them of their errors. 

In this position, I trust and believe, do I hold myself, as to the opinions 
advanced in the interpretations that follow. I can say truly, that there are 
no opinions advanced here, which have been hastily taken up. I have been 
long engaged in the exposition of the Epistle to the Romans, and have studied 
it much more than any other part of the Bible. I have taken an extensivo 
range in consulting commentators ancient and modern, as well as exegesis 
contained in theological essays and systems. This, however, I mention for 
one purpose, and one only, viz., to show that I have not come lightly to the 
responsible task of writing and publishing a commentary on the epistle under 
consideration ; and that the opinions, therefore, which are advanced in it, u.ro 
not the offspring of mere education or hasty conjecture. 

Dissent, and probably contradiction, are almost of course to be expected. 
I may be permitted, however, respectfully to solicit those who may see fit to 
publish any thing of this nature, that they would investigate thoroughly, before 
they condemn, what I have said. When they have so done, I shall value their 
opinion, however it may differ from my own. Aiming, as I trust I do, at the 
development of truth, I shall rejoice to find any of my errors corrected (for 
errors, no doubt, there are in my work); and, if the correction be made in the 
spirit of love and Christian friendship, so much the more acceptable will it be. 
If it be made in a different spirit, and is still a real correction, I would fain 
hope for magnanimity enough to say : Fas cst ab hoste doccri. 

From some of those who have never deeply studied the Epistle to the 
Romans, and who have a traditional and systematic exegesis which answers 
their purposes in an a priori way, I may probably expect, in regard to some 
things, vehement and unqualified dissent. Such, however, can hardly assert 
the right of demanding that my views should be accommodated to theirs; 
since we proceed in our respective interpretations, on grounds so exceedingly 
diverse. I hope, therefore, that such will excuse me from any obligation to 
contend with their exegesis. 

To those who may differ from me, after thorough research, I can only say: 
‘The field is open; as open for you as for me. You have the same right to 
publish your thoughts to the world, as I have to publish mine; and as good a 
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right to defend your views, as I have to proffer mine. The result of doing this, 
if done with deep, attentive, protracted consideration, and in the spirit of kind¬ 
ness, cannot be otherwise than favourable to the interests of truth. I may not 
live to vindicate my own views where just, or to abandon the errors of which 
you might convince me; butothei’s will live, who will do the one or the other 
for me, should it become necessary, tfhe truth, at last, must and will prevail.* 

I confess, frankly, that I do not expect for this book the favour of such as 
are truly sectarians. I have written it, so far as in my power, without any 
regard to sect or name. Doubtless my efforts have been imperfect; but so far 
as in me lay, the one only and simple inquiry with me has been : What did 
X^aul mean to teach 1 What Calvin, or Augustine, or Edwards, or Arminius, 
or Grotius, or any other theologian or commentator has taught or said, has 
been with me only secondary and subordinate. No one is farther from disre¬ 
spect to the great and good than myself; but when explaining the Bible, to 
call no man master, and to bow to no system as such, are sacred principles with 
me. If I have not always adhered to them, it results from my imperfection; 
not from any conscious and allowed design. Of course, all party men in theology 
will probably find some things in the following pages with which they will 
not agree. How can it be otherwise ? I have, to the utmost of my power, 
left their systems out of sight, and made it my constant and only effort, to 
follow simply the way in which the apostle seems to lead me. Such a course 
will be estimated differently from what it now is, when less attachment to 
system and party in theology, and more of simple-hearted love of truth, just 
ns it stands in tho Scripture, shall prevail in the churches. 

My views of Bom. v. 12—19, of vii. 5—25, and of viii. 28, seq., will no doubt 
be controverted. I have anticipated this; for who can help knowing that these 
passages have for time immemorial been the great oju^a na< rKavtaXov of 
theology! To hazard an interpretation here, and not to accompany it with 
reasons, would be justly deemed presumptuous. To give reasons, demands at 
least the appearance of theologizing. Whatever of this exists in the Commen¬ 
tary or the Excursus, is, I may say, involuntary on my part. It is inserted 
only to guard against being misunderstood, or else to support the interpreta¬ 
tion which T have given. In order to do this, it is now and then necessary 
to show that a different interpretation is replete with difficulties, some of which 
arc insurmountable. 

Those who are disposed to find fault with what they may call toy theological 
discussions,—brief and seldom as they are,—would probably not make any 
objections to such discussions, had the result of them been accordant with their 
own views, or with those of the authors whom they highly esteem. But how 
win I be under obligation, to make wishes of this nature a rule to guide my 
interpretations, or my explanation and defence of them ? I know of no precept 
in Theory, nor any obligation from usage, which hinders an interpreter from 
reasoning upon the doctrines which the Scriptures appear to teach, or which 
they have been represented as teaching. How can it be one’s duty not to guard 
against the misrepresentation of his own views in respect to the meaning of 
Scripture, and not to defend those views by producing the arguments which 
appear to justify them ? 

Whatever the following pages contain, either of truth or error, they have 
been written under no ordinary sense of responsibility. The epistle itself must 
needs create such a feeling in tlie breast of every reflecting man, who under¬ 
takes to comment upon it; and, in addition to this, I have been repeatedly 
interrupted in my labours by my state of health; and this under circumstances 
which rendered it not improbable, that I should not live to see the completion 
of my work. The day of my account cannot be far distant; and in view of it, 
can 1 publish to the world what I do not seriously regard as being true ? Can 

E arty purposes have any strong attractions for a man in such a condition ? I 
ope and trust I can say, that the tribunal before which this and all other 
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works are to be finally judged, appears to me a matter of immeasurably higher 
interest than all the praise or blame which men can bestow. 

May that omniscient and merciful Being, the God of love and truth, forgive 
whatever of error may be in this book; and accept and bless to the good of 
his church, whatever of truth is explained or defended! 

I should be ungrateful if I should omit to mention my special obligations 
to some of the interpreters, who have laboured to explain the Epistle to the 
Romans. Calvin, Grotius, J. A. Turretin, Flatt, and Tholuck have been my 
favourite authors ; although I have by no means confined my reading to these. 
Most of all am I indebted to the excellent book of Tholuck on this epistle. In 
particular, I have often relied on him in my statements with respect to the 
opinions of other commentators, whom I had not at hand, or whom I did not 
think it important to consult myself, because I confided in his account of their 
views. But in all cases, where any considerable importance was attached to 
the opinion of this or that individual, and where it was in my power to con¬ 
sult, I have consulted for myself. Prof. Tholuck will easily perceive, also, if 
the following sheets should pass under his eye, that I am indebted to him for 
various classical quotations and allusions, and also for not a few valuable 
philological remarks, as well as views of the reasoning and argumentation of 
tiie apostle. He has my most unfeigned thanks for all ther aid which his 
excellent work has afforded me. 

He will also perceive that in some places I differ from him; I do this, as I 
trust, in the spirit of kindness and brotherly love. When I do differ, I always 
give my reasons for it. As I fully believe that his only aim is to come to the 
knowledge and development of truth, so I trust he will put a candid estimate 
on the full and frank expression of my own views, where they differ from his. 
May our respective labours and inquiries help to promote the great object 
which we both have in view ! 

Throughout, I have adopted and expressed no views or opinions without 
study ; and none upon the authority of others. Those who read the following 
pages will perceive, I apprehend, that while I have not neglected the study of 
other writers, I have not omitted to study and think for myself. In this way 
only can any advance be hoped for, in the all-important work of interpreting 
the Bible. 

I have only to add, that the present work is designed, in a special manner, 
for beginners in the study of interpretation; and this fact will account for the 
occasional repetitions and particularity of illustration, which tlic reader will 
not uufrequently meet with, in his perusal of this volume. If all the young 
men in our country, who repair to theological Seminaries, or who devote 
themselves in any way to the study of sacred criticism, had been trained in 
early life to the study of the classics, ou such grounds as are adopted in the Gym¬ 
nasia of Europe, many a minute remark might be spared which is now made. 
The reader who finds some things which are superfluous for himself, when he 
calls this to mind, will grant me pardon for being minute and particular. 
Commentary written in a general way, leaves only a general and indistinct 
impression. It is not my aim to accomplish merely such an end. 

The more practised interpreter will not, for the most part, be displeased 
with being frequently reminded of principles in grammar and criticism, which 
are in themselves important, and which need, in our biblical studies, to be kept 
constantly before the mind * 

M. STUART. 


Theological Seminary, Andover. 
Sept ., 1882 , 


} 


* I have omitted a short paragraph here, which is not apposite to the present edition. 
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Since the publication of the first edition of this Commentary, several works 
have appeared, some of which are adapted to afford aid of no inconsiderable 
importance. New editions of Usteri’s Creed of Paul (Lehrbegriff Pauli), with 
the commentaries on the Epistle to the Romans by Beneke, Glockler, Ruckert, 
and Reiohe, have been published in Germany ; and, in our own country, the 
Rev. A. B irncs of Philadelphia has also published a brief but very compre¬ 
hensive and valuable work on the same epistle. All of these, with the excep¬ 
tion of Ruckert, which has not come to hand, have been consulted by me in 
preparing the present edition. The work of Reiche (in two octavos) is ex¬ 
ceedingly copious. I have been aided in some respects by his philology; for 
]iia theology is any thing but consistent and evangelical. His book in various 
respects is an able one; but his method is confused, and his manner often 
tedious. Yet no commentator on this epistle should now choose to dispense 
with the use of him. I thank him sincerely for the valuable hints that he ha* 
given me, of whicli I have omitted no opportunity to avail myself. 

The works of Beneke and Glockler are short. The first holds to the pre- 
existence of human souls, and accounts for the present degradation of men, on 
the ground of sin in a previous state; the second appears to be a moderate 
Pantheist of the recent school, and not unfrequently exhibits a portion of their 
mysticism. Yet both of these writers are in the main sensible men, and 
appear to possess serious and evangelical feelings. I have obtained some 
hints from each, which I consider as of value. 

Prom Usteri’s new edition I have also taken some hints. From Mr. Barnes’ 
work I have also derived aid; and especially have I been often cheered on my 
way, by finding the result of his investigations to tally so well with my own. 

I have altered, and I hope amended, so many passages in this edition, that 
to specify them all is out of question, I have bestowed on it scarcely less 
labour than the first writing cost me. On many places, indeed I may say on 
all, which I have not materially altered, I have bestowed much study in order 
lo satisfy myself that they should remain unchanged. Many additio'ns have 
been made to the work. If the reader wishes to know the nature of them, he 
may compare notes on Chap. IV., V., and the Excursus appended, with those 
of the first edition. I have spared no effort that I could bestow, to make my 
work more deserving than before of public approbation ; and in particular I 
have laboured to do this, as it respects the grammatical part of the commen¬ 
tary and the explanation of the particles. 

I hesitated for a time whether I should not abridge the Excursus on Rom. v. 
12—19, instead of enlarging them as I have now done. My reason for this hesita- 
tiou was, that I had written in part an examination of the subject of Original Sin, 
ami hoped to be able to illustrate and fortify some of tlic views which I had 
before advanced, to more advantage in a separate Essay, than could be done 
in Excursus where one is hedged in on every side through want of room. But 
as the plan of my Essay requires, in order to complete it, so wide an extent of 
reading as to both ancient and modorn writings, I cannot well predict when 
1 may be able to complete it, under such numerous and pressing duties aB lie 
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upon me. I have therefore retained so much of my former Excursus on chap, 
v. as my plan of corrections would permit, and made many additions to them ; 
some of which will at least serve to make the views I really entertain more 
explicit, and, as I would hope, better understood. That there is some want of 
unity of plan, and some repetition in the Excursus, is certainly apparent: but 
this is owing to causes that were beyond my control, and which it would be 
useless for me to particularize in this plaoe. 

I offer no apology for the changes and corrections that I have made in this 
edition of my commentary; being fully satisfied, that in a work of such an 
extent as the present, and embracing such a great variety of topics, if its author 
does not find reason in a republication to change and correct some of his first 
views, it is merely because he has not continued to study and investigate. For 
myself, I am so far from being satisfied with my first efforts, that they only 
serve to stimulate me to new labours of investigation, in order more fully to as¬ 
certain whether they will abide a thorough scrutiny. Experience has taught me, 
that first views on subjects so difficult as some of those which the Epistle to the 
Homans discusses, are not always the safest. If there be any whose first im¬ 
pressions are always and only right, and who find no reason to alter and amend, 
they will not sympathize with these remarks; but others who, like myself, 
are obliged to investigate a second time, and review and amend, will enter 
fully into the meaning of what I say. 

I have scarcely referred in any part of my book^ even in my own mind, to 
any of the criticisms that have been made unon it in periodicals. I do not 
wish to appear as a polemic, in such a work as this. Those who have kindly 
given their approbation to the first edition of the work, will not complain of 
my course; aud those who have attacked it with earnestness, ought not to 
complain. Ey this latter class I have been theologically and not philologically 
reviewed; and that, at times, evidently without the writers having read any 
thing more than some of the Excursus with which they disagreed. In a few 
instances, the style and manner of attack has been such as manifestly to 
preclude all attempt at reply; in some others, the matter contained in the 
criticisms has not seemed to me to present any thing but the most common 
suggestions, of every day’s polemic theology; and to repeat and confute this, 
would be agere actum. But, even if matter aud manner might seem to demand 
or admit a reply, it would be unwise to make a commentary the scene of battle¬ 
ground between contending parties. I have spoken without restraint my own 
sentiments; but I have not intended to speak them as a polemic. 

The first edition of this work was disposed of within so short a time, that 
my other engagements did not permit me sooner to accomplish my preparations 
for a second edition. I could not prepare, moreover, in a way consistent with 
the plan which I had adopted, until I had obtained the recent commentaries 
on the Epistle to the Homans, which have appeared since my first edition was 
published. Even now, several writers on this epistle are lingering in the press, 
whose works I should be glad to possess, but for which I could not think it 
my duty any longer to wait. Should I live to hear a call for another edition, 
I shall have my eye upon them, and shall not fail to draw from them all that 
I can which is appropriate to my object. In the meantime, I would hope that 
the present edition may be useful to such as are desirous of critically studying 
the Epistle to the Homans, 

M. STUAHT. 


Andover; Toeol. Seminary, Sept . 1, 1935. 



INTRODUCTION 


TO 


THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


§1.0/ the first planting of the church at Rome . 

History affords ho certain evidence respecting the individual who 
first preached the gospel at Rome. The Romish church indeed main¬ 
tain, that Peter was the founder of the first Christian community 
in that city. Ircnaeus (adv. llaereses III. 1), and Eusebius (Chron. 
ad. ann. 2 Claudii), are the witnesses to whom the appeal is parti¬ 
cularly made, in order to confirm this opinion. But although these 
Fathers had undoubtedly heard such a tradition, and (as it appears 
by the passages above cited) gave credit to it, yet there is substantial 
reason for doubting the correctness of it. The statement of Euse¬ 
bius implies, that Peter came to Rome in the second year of Claudius’ 
reign, i . e., A.D. 43* Jerome states, that Peter came to Rome in 
the second year of Claudius’ reign, in order to counteract the in¬ 
fluence of Simon Magus there; and that he resided in that city, and 
held, the office of a bishop in it, for twenty-five years, i. e. f until the 
last year of Nero’s reign, in which he suffered martyrdom; De Viris 
illustr. c. I. But neither Eusebius, nor any of the most ancient 
ecclesiastical writers, make mention of such a period. Whence 
Jerome obtained information respecting it, he does not tell us; and 
some leading critics among the Roman Catholics, e. g. y Valesius, 
Pagi, Baluzius, and others, give no credit to this part of his nar¬ 
ration. 

That Peter visited Rome at some period of his life, before the 
dose of Nero’s reign, cannot well be doubted. Origen (in Euseb. 
Hist Ece. III. 1), and Dionysius of Corinth (flor. c. ann. 117), as 
related by Eusebius (II. 25), testify to this in such a manner that it 
cannot well be rejected, without giving up the credibility of all an¬ 
cient historical testimony of the like nature. Caius, a presbyter, at 

* ’Evl au-rJjf KXayiuw tfatnXsia;;, SC. UIUIO {jCClllulo; Eliscb. Ecc, Hist. II. 14, 
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the commencement of the third century, mentions that he saw at 
Rome the graves of Paul and Peter; Euseb. Hist. Ecc. II. 25. The 
doubts of many Protestants relative to the fact that Peter visited 
Pome, and the assertions of Salmasius, Spanheim, and others, that 
this could not have been the case, appear to be without any solid 
foundation. 

But that Peter did not go to Rome as bishop in the second year 
of Claudius* reign, nor indeed before the Epistle of Paul to the Ro¬ 
mans was written, seems to be nearly or quite certain. (1) In Acts 
xii. 3, 4, we find an account of Peter’s being imprisoned by Herod 
Agrippa, in the last year of this king’s reign (comp. v. 23); and this 
year synchronizes with the fourth year of Claudius. Of course Peter 
was at Jerusalem, not at Rome, after the period when Jerome and 
Eusebius affirm that he went to Rome and resided there. (2) We find 
Peter at Jerusalem in the ninth (some say eleventh) year of Claudius; 
he being present at the council there, Acts xv. 6, seq. (3) Nothing 
is said in the book of Acts, or in the New Testament, respecting 
Peter’s visiting Rome; and if he had done so, before the time at 
which the history in the book of Acts terminates, we can hardly 
suppose so important an occurrence would have escaped the notice 
of Luke. (4) Paul came as a prisoner to Rome, in the 7th year of 
Nero’s reign, t. e. y A.D. 60 (but some say in 62 or 63); on which 
occasion there is no mention, and there seems to have been among 
the Jews of that city no knowledge, of Peter, Acts xxviii. 17, scq. (5) 
Could Paul have addressed the Romans as he did in his epistle, if 
he had recognised them as disciples of Peter? Could lie have 
written his whole epistle without once adverting to this fact? (6) 
If Peter was at Rome when Paul wrote this epistle, how could the 
latter fail to send a salutation to him as well as to others? 

So late, then, as A.D. 57 or 58, when the Epistle to the Romans 
was probably written, it seems to be nearly certain that Peter had 
not been at Rome. The flourishing and apparently numerous church 
there, must therefore have been gathered by some other person than 
Peter. 

But who was this person? A question that cannot be answered 
with any certainty; although we may arrive at some probabilities 
respecting it. In the salutations which Paul sends to the church at 
Rome, he mentions (xvi. 7) Andronicus and Junias, as having been 
his fellow-prisoners, and as exieripoi %v roTg ctcoaroXoiP, they having 
become Christians earlier than himself. What hindors the suppo¬ 
sition, that one or both of these men, perhaps converts on the notable 
day of Pentecost (Acts ii. 10), and of high repute among the apostles 
themselves, may have first spread the knowledge of the gospel in the 
metropolis of the Roman Empire, of which they were inhabitants, 
or in which they were at least residents? Rufus, also, a distinguished 
Christian, whose mother had shown much kindness to Paul (Rom. 
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xvi. 13), may have been one of the founders, or at least fosterers, of 
the Roman church; possibly the same Rufus, whose father (a native 
of Cyrene) was compelled to bear the cross of Jesus, when on his 
way to Calvary, Mark xv. 21. Others, moreover, who are men¬ 
tioned in Rom. xvi., may have been, and probably were, contributors 
to the work of establishing or building up the church at Rome. At 
all events, there was opportunity for a very early establishment of it; 
inasmuch as we find persons from this city present at Jerusalem on 
the day of Pentecost, Acts ii. 10. We know, also, that Christiana 
were scattered abroad, when the persecution of Stephen occurred; at 
first in Judea and Samaria, Acts viii. 1; afterwards to more distant 
regions, Acts xi. 19; and what hinders us from supposing that some 
of them may have come to Rome itself, preaching the gospel? 

That the church at Rome was early planted, seems probable from 
the fame which it had acquired throughout the Christian world (Rom. 
i. 8; xvi. 19), when Paul wrote his epistle. That the persons con¬ 
cerned in the establishment of it were Paul’s particular friends and 
acquaintances, with whom he had met and conferred, while preach¬ 
ing in Asia or in Greece, appears very plain from the manner of the 
salutations in chap. xvi. 3—1G. In respect to Aquila and Priscilla, 
we have a definite knowledge, from Acts xviii. 1—3, 18, 26, and 
from what is said in Rom. xvi. 3, 4. Others are called the kinsmen 
(cr vyymTg) of Paul, viz. Andronicus and Junias, ver. 7; Herodion, 
ver. 11. Others again are called ayGcTTjro/, awegyoh exXsxroi xont- 
uvreg iv rfi xugip, &c. Moreover, the manner in which Paul ad¬ 
dresses the church of Rome, i. e the plain, familiar, authoritative 
tone of the letter, shows that he considered himself as addressing 
those who were in effect his own disciples, or, in other words, such 
as had probably been converted to Christianity under the preaching 
of his own particular friends and spiritual children. Hence, too, tho 
frequent expressions of strong affection for the church at Rome, and 
of strong sympathy with them. 

On the whole, although we have no definite history of the planting 
of the church at Rome (excepting the one given by Jerome, which 
is not entitled to credit), yet we may consider it as quite probable, 
that some of the persons named in the salutation (xvi. 3—16) were 
entitled to the honour of having founded a church in the metropolis 
of the Roman empire. 

§ 2. Of the constituent parts of the church at Rome, 

Nothing can be clearer, than that a considerable portion of the 
church at Rome consisted of Jewish converts; if.'17—iii. 19; iv. 1, 
12, vii. 1—4, and chapters ix.—xi. Nor is there any serious diffi¬ 
culty of a historical nature, in making out the probability of this. 
When Pompey overran Judea with a conquering army, about 63 years 
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before the Christian era, he caused many captive Jews to be sent to 
Rome. There they were sold into slavery, as was usual in respect 
to captives taken in war. But their persevering and unconquerable 
determination to observe the Sabbath, and to practise many of the 
Levitical rites and customs, gave their Roman masters so much 
trouble, that they chose to liberate them rather than to keep them. 
As there was a large body of persons so liberated, the government 
assigned them a place opposite Rome, across the Tiber, where they 
built a town which was principally inhabited by Jews. Here Philo 
found them, just before Paul’s time; Lcgat. ad Caium. p. 1014, ed. 
Frankf. The reader who wishes for historical vouchers in respect 
to the number of Jews at Rome, during the apos' die age may con¬ 
sult Joseph. Antiq. XVII. 14, XVIII. 5, ed. Cologn. Dio Cassius, 
XXXVI. p. 37. Suetonii vita Tiberii, cap. 36. 

When the first impressions arising from the degradation of cap¬ 
tivity and slavery began to wear away, the Roman citizens seem to 
have looked at the Jewish community with some degree of respect, 
or at least with not a little of curiosity. Whether it arose from the 
disgust which delicate females among the Romans felt for the ob¬ 
scene rites of heathenism which they *were called to practise or to 
witness, or whether it sprung from a curiosity which is characteristic 
of the female sex, the fact was, that in Ovid’s time (ob. A.D. 17) 
some of the most elegant and polished females thronged the Jewish 
assemblies. The poet therefore advises the young men of the city, 
if they wished to see a splendid collection of its beauty, to go to 
the sabbath-day solemnities of the Syrian Jew , “ Cultaque Judrco 
septima sacra Syro.” 

It is not strange, moreover, that some of these should become 
<re/3 0 'j.ivai or proselytes; as Josephus relates of Fulvia, ru/v 
h afyu/ian yvvai/xu>v, i. c., a noble woman. By degrees the men 
also, as was natural, began to frequent the assemblies of those once 
despised foreigners, Juvenal, at the close of the first century, pours 
out his contempt and indignation at this in the following bitter 
words : 

** Quldara Bortitl mctuentein Snbbatn patrem, 

Nil pricter nubes, ct coeli Nuinen ndonim ; 

Nee distare putant huinanA caMio suillimi, 

Qufl pater abstinuit; mnx et pra’ptitia ponunt; 

Romnnus aulcra soliti contcnincre lcpcs, 

Jadalcum cdiscunt, ct servant, nc nictliunt jua, 

Tradidit arcano quodeunque vulumme jdoses.” 

I suppose the poet must here refer, however, to those who had a 
Roman mother and a Jewish father. In regard to ‘ Nil prater nubes, 
et coeli Numen adorant,’ I take it to refer to the fact, that the Jews 
had no temple at Rome, and that they addressed and worshipped God 
as dwelling in heaven, i. e ., above the clouds; in both which respects 
they differed from the heathen. 

Seneca also (fl. A.D. 64), about the time when Taul wrote the 
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Epistle lo the Romans, says, in a fragment preserved by Augustine 
(De Civit. Dei,VII. 11), that “so many Homans had received the 
Jewish [he means by this the Christian J religion, that per omnes 
jam terras recepta sit , vied victoribus leges dederunt? Tacitus, in 
his^ Annals, likewise represents the “ exitiabilis superstitio” (Chris¬ 
tian religion) as breaking out again after being repressed, and 
spreading non modo per Judeam , sed per urbem [Roman] etiam. 

When to these testimonies respecting the Jews at Rome, we add 
that of the Epistle before us respecting Gentile converts, no doubt 
can be left that the church at Rome was made up of Gentiles as well 
as Jews. Let the reader compare Rom. i. 16—32, ii. 6—11; iii. 
9—19, 29, ix. 24, 30; xi. 13—25, xiv. 1—xv. 13, and no doubt can 
possibly remain in his mind relative to this point. The general 
strain of the whole epistle is such, as that it can be best accounted 
for by the supposition that the church at Rome consisted of both 
Jews and Gentiles, and that each party were endeavouring to propa^ 
gate or to defend the peculiar views respecting certain points, which 
they respectively entertained. But of this, more in the sequel. 

§ 3. Of the time and place , when and where the epistle was written. 

Wc have a kind of stand-point here, with which the epistle itself 
furnishes us. It could not have been written before the decree of 
the emperor Claudius was published, by which the Jews were 
banished from the city of Rome. In Acts xviii. 2, we have an ac¬ 
count of Paul’s first acquaintance with Aquila and Priscilla, who had 
recently quitted Rome, and come to Corinth, because of the decree of 
Claudius banishing the Jews from the imperial city. Now as Paul 
salutes these same persons, in Rom. xvi. 3, 4, and speaks of them as 
having risked great dangers in his behalf, it follows, of course, that 
his epistle must have been written subsequently to the decree of 
Claudius; which was probably in A.D. 52, or as some say (impro¬ 
bably however) in A.D. 54. 

It would seem also to have been written after the time when the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians was written, which was during the 
last visit which Paul made to Ephesus, and near the close of that visit 
?. e. } about A.D. 56. In Acts xviii. 19, we are told that Paul left 
Aquila and Priscilla at Ephesus. After this he made another circuit 
through the churches of Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor (Acts xviii. 
20—23), and returned again to Ephesus, xix. 1. There he spent two 
years or more (xix. 8—10); and near the close of this period, in 
writing to the Corinthians, he sends the salutation of Aquila and 
Priscilla, who were still at Ephesus, 1 Cor. xvi. 19. Now as Paul 
wends a salutation, in his Epistle to the Romans, to Aquila and Pris¬ 
cilla at Rome, it would seem probable that it must have been written 
after lie left Ephesus, and after they had removed from this city to 
the metropolis of the Roman empire. 
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Other circumstances concur, to render the matter still more defi¬ 
nite. When Paul wrote his epistle, he was on the eve of departure 
to Jerusalem, whither he was going to carry the contributions of the 
churches in Macedonia and Achaia, Rom. xv. 25, 26. When he 
should have accomplished this, he intended to make them a visit at 
Rome, Rom. xv. 28, 29. In what part of his life, now, do we find 
the occurrence of these circumstances? Acts xix. 21, compared 
with xx. 1—4, gives us a narration of exactly the same thing. Paul, 
at the close of his last abode at Ephesus, purposing to make a chari¬ 
table collection in Macedonia and Achaia, first sent on Timothy and 
Erast us to Macedonia in order to forward it there (Acts xix. 22); 
afterwards he himself went into Achaia, passing through Macedonia, 
Acts xx. 1, 2. That he came, on this occasion, to the capital of 
Achaia, i. e ., Corinth, there can be no reasonable doubt. Here most 
probably he abode three months (Acts xx. 3); and then set out on 
his contemplated journey to Jerusalem, where he was made prisoner, 
and sent (A.D. 59 or GO) to Rome, in order to prosecute his appeal 
to Csesar. From a comparison of this account in the Acts, with 
Rom. xv. 25—29, it follows of course that the Epistle to the Romans 
must have been written about A.D. 57 ; although some chronolo- 
gists put it later. Counting the time which Paul’s journey to Jeru¬ 
salem must have occupied, and adding the two years of his detention 
as a prisoner at Cesarea (Acts xxiv. 27), and the time necessarily 
taken up in going to Rome, wc must assign to the Epistle to the 
Romans the date above given, on the supposition that Paul came to 
Rome (as is most probable) about the beginning of the year 60. 

As to the place where it was written , there can be no doubt. In 
xvi. 1, Phebe, a deaconess of the church at Cenchrea, is commended 
to the Romish church, who probably either had charge of the epistle, 
or accompanied those who did carry it; and Cenchrea was the port of 
the city of Corinth, some seven or eight miles from that place. In 
xvi. 23, Gaius is spoken of as the host of Paul; and this Gaius was 
baptized by Paul at Corinth, 1 Cor. i. 14. Paul speaks also of Eras- 
tus, the chamberlain of the city , Rom. xvi. 23. The city, then, was 
a well-known one, i. e ., the capital of Achaia; and moreover, we find 
this Erastus spoken of in 2 Tim. iv. 20, as abiding at Corinth. 

Prom all these circumstances, we must conclude that the place of 
writing the Epistle to the Romans was Corinth; and that the time 
was that in which Paul made his last visit there, and near the close 
of it, i. e ., about the latter part of A.D. 57. 

§ 4. Of the genuineness of the epistle . 

This has been so generally acknowledged at all times and in a’l 
ages since it was written (excepting the last chapters, which 
have recently been disputed), that it seems to be unnecessary to 



EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


15 


make any quotations here from the early writers for the sake of 
proving it. It is true, injeed, that some early sects, viz., the 
Ebionites, Encratitcs, and Cerinthians, rejected it; as appears from 
Irenacus ad Haeres. I. 26; Epiphan. Haeres. XXX. Hieronym. in 
Matt. xii. 2. But as this seems to have been purely on doctrinal 
grounds, i. e ., because they could not make the sentiments of Paul 
in this epistle to harmonize with their own views, it follows of 
course that no weight can be attached to their opinions. The 
question whether Paid wrote the Epistle to the Romans, is of an 
historical , not of a doctrinal nature. 

The reader who is curious to see an exhibition of early testimony 
respecting this epistle, may find it amply detailed in Lardner’s 
Credibility, and in Schmidii Iiistoria et Vindicke Canonis Sac., &c. 
The circumstantial evidence which evinces its genuineness, he will 
find admirably exhibited in Paley’s Horae Paulinae. 

Those who do not possess the first two of these works, may con¬ 
sult Polycarp, Epist. and Philipp, cap. 6; Clemens Rom. Ep. and 
Cor. cap. 35; both in Cotelcrii Patres Apostolici. See also Theoph. 
ad Autolyc. I. 20; III. 14. Epist. Ecc. Vienn. et Lugd. in Euscb. 
Ilist. Ecc. V. 1. Irenaius cont. litres. III. 16. § 3. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. III., p. 457, and I., p. 117, edit. Sylburg. Tertull. adv. 
Praxeam, cap. 13; de Corona, cap. 6. Cypr. Ep. LXIX. It is 
needless to cite later testimonies. 

§ Of the genuineness of chapters xv. xvi. 

The genuineness of these chapters, at least as a part of the proper 
Epistle to the Romans, has been called in question, and is still 
doubted by some. Heumann has advanced a peculiar hypothesis 
respecting chap. xvi. He thinks that the proper original epistle of 
Paul ends with chap, xi., and excludes from it all the hortatory part, 
i. e., chapters xii.—xv. Chapter xvi., he supposes, was originally 
attached to the end of chap, xi.; and that the sequel of the epistle 
is a kind of postscript or second letter, added by Paul after some 
delay in transmitting the first letter. This hypothesis, indeed, docs 
not really deny the genuineness of any part of the epistle; but it 
advances what seems to be very improbable. What could be more 
natural than for Paul, after he had completed his doctrinal dis¬ 
cussions, to caution the church at Rome against various evils to 
which he knew them to be particularly exposed ? Is not this his 
manner elsewhere? And does not the ouv (chap. xii. 1) necessarily 
import a connection between the sequel and the preceding context ? 
‘ In a word, the whole theory is so gratuitous, that it does not seem 
to be entitled to any serious contradiction. 

Sender, however, has advanced much farther than Iteumann. In 
bis Dissert, de dupl. Appendice Ep, Pauli ad Aom., he advances tho 
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supposition, “ that chap. xv. was not addressed to the Roman9, but 
to those who had charge of Paul’s epistle to them, which consisted 
of chapters i.—xv., with th'e doxology in xvi. 25—27.” 

But let any one, now, without any reference to such a hypothesis, 
sit down and carefully read chap, xv., and I will venture to predict 
that he will never once even think of its being addressed to any 
other persons, than those to whom the preceding part of the epistle 
is addressed. In particular; how can he help feeling that verses 
1—13 do very closely cohere with chap, xiv., as the o<psi\o{j,sv os at 
the beginning indicates ? And in the remaining part of the chapter, 
what is there which is incongruous with the condition and relation 
of Paul in respect to his readers? Compare verses 15, 23 with 
i. 13, and also xv. 28 with Acts xix. 21, the latter of which passages 
shows the actual condition of Paid when he wrote the epistle. I 
am entirely unable to sec why Paul should have given personally to 
the bearers of his letter to the Romans, such hints as chap. xv. 
contains; nor can I imagine what inducement Sender had to sup¬ 
pose this. But, 

Chap. xvi. is more exposed to attack; because it consists of matter 
in general which is easily dissociated from the rest of the epistle. If 
the whole of it be omitted, the epistle is still, in all important re¬ 
spects, the same; if it be retained, the matter added consists chiefly 
in the expression of personal civilities. Moreover, the concluding 
part of chap. xv. would make a very probable and analogical close 
of the epistle; in particular if the d/^v at the close of ver. 33 be 
retained. 

Probably grounds such as these first occasioned doubts concern¬ 
ing the genuineness of this chapter in particular. Sender advances 
a supposition respecting it, which (I had almost said) none but a 
man of such visionary phantasies could have advanced. He sup¬ 
poses that all the persons to whom greetings are sent in verses 1—1 (5, 
are those whom the bearers of the epistle expected to visit on their 
way to Rome; and of course, that none of these were to be found 
in Rome itself. Consequently, according to him, this part of the 
epistle was a mere letter of commendation or introduction, de¬ 
signed for the bearers of the epistle, and not for the church at 
Rome. 

According to this, then, the first stage of the journey of the letter- 
carriers was only to Ccnchrea, some seven or eight miles from 
Corinth, to the house of Phcbe. But the singularity of Paufs re¬ 
commendation is, that instead of commending them to her hospitality, 
he commends her to the hospitality of those wholn he addresses: 

ouylcr^tMi de vfiTv <T>o//5tjm. 7va ocvTrjv ^good's^ye^s, n. r. a. 

Scmler felt the incongruity of this, and referred a-goffd's^ fts to rc- 
ceiving into communion . Did Phebc, then, living within a couple uf 
hours’ walk from Corinth, and famous as she was for being a -Tgo c. 
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run; iroWw (vers. 2), need a written recommendation of Paul, in 
order that the bearers of his letters might admit her to church com¬ 
munion? But besides this, the word in such a con¬ 

nection docs not admit of such a sense. Comp. Phil. ii. 29, and also 
(as to general meaning) 3 John v. 6. 

Thus much for the outset of this journey. Nor is the progress 
more fortunate. Aquila and Priscilla are next recommended to the 
letter-carriers. But the last which we know of them, before the 
writing of this letter, is that they are at Ephesus, Acts xviii. 18, 19, 
26. But Sender provides them with a house at Corinth; and this, 
probably, because it would not be very natural for those who were 
to travel westward toward Rome, to go some hundreds of miles east¬ 
ward, i. e ., to Ephesus, in order to get to the capital of the Roman 
Empire. But how is the matter helped by this process? What have 
we now? A letter of introduction (so to speak) from Paul, directing 
his messengers to greet Priscilla and Aquila on their journey, while 
these same persons lived in the very town from which they started ! 
IIu g has well expressed his views of this matter. After speaking of 
the first stay of Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth (Acts xviii. 2,) and 
of a second at Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18,19,) he thus proceeds: u Whence 
now this third or Semlerian house at Corinth, I know not,” Einleit. 
II. p. 397, ed. 3. But, lastly, what arc we to do with verses 17—20, 
on the ground of Sender? Were the bearers of the letter so divided 
as is there described; and was their obedience {yna *mj) so cele¬ 
brated as is there hinted? Above all, what is to be done with verses 
21—24? Would Paul send written salutations from those who 
were with him at Corinth, to the bearers of his epistle who set out 
from the same place? Did they not confer with Paul himself, and 
did not his friends as well as himself see and converse with them? 
And what shall we say to ver. 16, which directs Paul’s messengers 
to salute one another? 

But enough of this. Let us briefly examine some of the external 
evidences which Sender adduces against the genuineness of chap, 
xvi. 

(i a) ‘Mareion, as Origen testifies, excluded chaps, xv. xvi. from 
the epistle.’ 

But according to Rufin’s translation of Origen (the original here 
is lost), the words of this writer are: M Caput hoc p. <?., xvi. 25—27], 
Mareion, a quo Scripturae cvangclica) et apostolicas interpolatce sunt, 
de luic epistola penitus ahstuht; ct non solum hoc, sed et ab eo 
ubi soriptum cst: ‘Oinnc autem quod non ex fide cst, pcccatum cst’ 
[Rom. >:iv. 23] usque ad fincm totius epistohe, cuneta dissecuit? 
Erom this nothing more can be gathered, than that Mareion wholly 
omitted the doxology in xvi. 25—27, and separated (dissccnit) chaps, 
xv. xvi., from the rest of the epistle. There is an evident dis¬ 
tinction here, between penitus abstulit and dissecuit . This sepa- 

B 
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ration Marcion might make, as others have done, because of the 
diverse matter contained in these chapters. And even if Marcion 
omitted the whole, he stands convicted before the world of such 
notorious falsifications of the sacred writings, that it would weigh 
nothing. 

(6) ‘ Euthalius, in his Elenchus capitalorun, leaves out chap, xvi/ 

True; but Euthalius, in his Elenchus , mentions only those chap¬ 
ters which were publicly read; and chap. xvi. was usually omitted 
in the public reading of the epistle. That he did not acknowledge 
this chapter as a part of the epistle, is altogether improbable, since, 
in reckoning the arl^oi of the whole epistle he includes those of 
chap. xvi. 

(c) ‘Tertullian (cont. Marc. v. 13) cites Rom. xiv. 10 thus: ‘In 
clausula, tribunal Christi comminari Paulum. 

But what should hinder Tertullian from saying that chap. xiv. 10 
is in the clausula , u e., closing part, of the epistle ? Is it not in such 
a part? Can any thing be satisfactorily proved, moreover, by 
urging a sense of words strictly and logically exact, in such a writer 
as Tertullian ? 

As to any alleged discrepancy of manuscripts, with regard to a 
part of chap, xvi., I shall have occasion to notice this in the sequel. 

But, very recently, another doubter in the genuineness of chap, 
xvi., of a more solid cast than Sender, has made his appearance. 
Schott, in his Isayoge ad Nov* Test ., recently published, in a note, 
p. 284 seq., has assigned other, and perhaps better, reasons than 
those of Sender, for his doubts. Let us examine them. 

(a) ‘Paul salutes many persons, in xvi. 5—15, as being at Rome, 
and in a very familiar way. How could he, who had never been at 
Rome (Rom. i. 13), do this? 

The answer is, that several of these persons were his own kins¬ 
men ; see § 1 above. With all or most of them he had very pro¬ 
bably met, in the course of his travels. Intercourse between the 
metropolis of the Roman Empire and the large towns of the pro¬ 
vinces, was very frequent; especially with Corinth, the headquarters 
of Achaia, and Ephesus of Asia Minor. And even if Paul had not 
seen all the persons whom he salutes, what is easier than to suppose 
that their character and standing were known to him, and there¬ 
fore he sent them salutations? It is plainly a mistake, to sup¬ 
pose that none but personal acquaintances are saluted in the Pauline 
epistles. 

( b ) ‘But Paul makes no mention of any of the persons here 
saluted as being at Rome, in his other epistles written there, e. g. y 
in his epistles to the Ephesians, Colossians, Pliilippians, and Phile¬ 
mon/ 

The answer is, that in only one of these (that to the Colossians) 
does he send any thing but a mere general salutation. Moreover, as 
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all these epistles must have been written some two years and a half, 
and may have been written some four years later, than the Epistle 
to the Romans, so the state of that church, exposed as it was con¬ 
tinually to increase and decrease, may have greatly altered when he 
wrote the last-named epistles; or the persons named in his Epistle 
to the lvomans may have gone elsewhere in order to propagate the 
gospel; or they might have deceased; or it might be that they did 
not happen to pay him a visit while he was writing the above named 
epistles, and so a greeting from them was not mentioned. A thing 
of this nature is so accidentally varied, that we cannot make any 
conclusions which are valid, cither from this appearance or from 
that. 

(c’J ‘ Aquila and Priscilla are saluted as being at Rome. In Acts 
xviii. 19, 26, we find their abode at Ephesus; and in Paul’s last stay 
at Ephesus, when lie wrote the First Epistle to the Corinthians, we 
find them still there, 1 Cor. xvi. 19.’ 

All this I concede. Rut since Aquila and Priscilla had, for some 
time, been obliged to relinquish their abode at Rome, on account of 
the decree of Claudius, what is more natural than to suppose, that, 
as soon as might be, they would return to Rome, at least long 
enough to adjust their affairs there, which it is more than probable 
had been embarrassed by the decree of banishment ? 

(d) ‘But 2 Tim. iv. 19, written at Rome, greets Priscilla and 
Aquila as residing at Ephesus.’ 

I grant it. But when was this written? Just bcfoi'e the final 
martyrdom of Paul (iv. 6—8) i. e ., probably some ten years after 
the Epistle to the Romans was written, and also after the persecu¬ 
tion by Nero had commenced. What difficulty now in the suppo¬ 
sition, that Aquila and Priscilla had fled from Rome when this 
persecution broke out, and gone back to their former station at 
Ephesus, where they had spent several years? There Paul salutes 
them in 2 Tim. iv. 19. 

Lastly, Pi’ofcssor Schott expresses his belief, that chap. xvi. is 
made up of fragments of some brief epistle of Paul’s, written at 
Corinth, and addressed to some church in Asia Minor, and added by 
mistake, piece by piece as it was discovered, to the Epistle to the 
Romans. Verses 1—16 composed the first fragment; verses 17—20, 
the second; verses 21—24, the third; verses.25—27, the fourth. 

But what a series of conclusions is here made out, without a syl¬ 
lable of historical evidence? Where is the evidence of the lost 
epistle to an anonymous church in Asia Minor? Where that it was 
lost excepting a few scattered fragments which “ sensim sensimque 
deprehendebanturV 9 And the conceit of adding all these fragments 
to the Epistle to the Romans, which already had a good ending with 
chap, xv.; how should this have ever entered any one’s head? Why 
add them to this epistle, rather than to some of Paul’s shorter 
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epistles? And then the persons themselves named in chapter xvj. ; 
what a singular phantasy it must have been in the compiler, to have 
supposed that, if they belonged to some church in Asia Minor, their 
names could be tacked on to the epistle written to the church at 
Romel ” How can we admit such gratuitous and improbable hypo¬ 
theses as these? 

Nor can I admit what has frequently been said in respect to chap, 
xvi., viz., that it is wholly unconnected with the preceding part of 
the epistle, and may be disjoined from it without injury to it. Thus 
much is true, indeed, viz., that salutations and expressions of Chris¬ 
tian courtesy are not doctrinal discussions nor practical precepts; 
in a word, the sixteenth chapter, which is principally made up of 
salutations, must of course be diverse from the preceding part of the 
epistle. But is it not equally true that chaps, xii.—xv. differ as 
much from the preceding ones, as chap. xvi. docs from all the others? 
Is it proper, moreover, that Christian salutations should be exchanged, 
in epistles like that of Paul? This will not be denied. The force 
of such examples of kindness, and courtesy, and benevolent feeling, 
is scarcely less than that of direct precept; and in some respects 
it has evidently the advantage of precept, inasmuch as practice 
speaks louder than theory. Why, then, should the salutary part of 
the epistle be thrown away? And would not rejecting it be 
an injury to the congruity and to the general good effect of the 
whole? 

Nor is it correct to say, that there is not an evident relation and 
connection of some part of chap, xvi., with what precedes, besides 
that which has just been mentioned. Let any one diligently consider 
the contents of verses 17—20, and he will see plainly that they refer 
to the divisions and erroneous sentiments 'which are the subject of 
particular discussion in chaps, xii.—xv. Let him compare xvi. 19 
with i. 8, and he will see the same person expressing himself in the 
same circumstances. In a word, it would be truly wonderful, if the 
straggling fragments of an epistle, sent to some unknown church in 
Asia Minor, should fit the place of conclusion to the Epistle to the 
Romans so well as its present conclusion fits it. 

What can we say, moreover, to the ro\/j,7)for6eov ds sysa-^e 1/iTv 
of xv. 15, if Paul does not refer to the whole of the preceding epistle ? 
It would be even ridiculous, on any other ground. And what a 
singular epistle chaps, xv. xvi. would make out, consisting almost 
wholly of salutations! 

Eiehhorn (Einleit. in das N. Test.) has advanced a hypothesis still 
more fanciful, if possible, than that of Sender or Schott. Chap. xvi. 

1—20 is, according to him, a letter of recommendation to the Corin¬ 
thian church, which Paul wrote for Pliebe, the deaconess mentioned 
in verses 1, 2. This, after it had been read by them, she obtained 
again, and carried it along with her to Rome; and because the 
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church there were unwilling that any thing from the hand of Paul 
should perish, they tacked it oil upon the epistle of Paul to them, 
bo as to make out a conclusion for it! 

Is it worth the pains to refute such criticism ? Or rather, can the 
name of criticism be fairly given to such extravagant and incon¬ 
gruous suppositions ? One is ready to ask : What sort of a church 
must it have been, in the metropolis of the world, and whose fame 
had gone abroad through the whole empire, that could deal thus 
with Paul’s epistles ? Why was not the letter of Phebe kept by 
itself, and published by itself, as well as John’s letter to the “ elect 
lady?” But this is only one among the numerous conceits, which 
are intermingled with the striking and instructive compositions of 
Eichhom. 

Finally, as no internal evidence can be made out, that chaps, xv. 
xvi. are spurious; so no external evidence of any considerable 
weight can be adduced in favour of this supposition. The manu¬ 
scripts (with some variety as to the position of xvi. 25—27, and with 
the omission of these verses in a few cases) are all on the side of the 
genuineness of these chapters; I mean, that all which arc of any 
authority arc so. Jerome (Comm, in Eph. iii. 5) mentions that lie 
knew of some manuscripts which omitted xvi. 25—27; and Wetstcin 
cites a Codex Latinus which does so. But in regard to all the rest 
of chaps, xv. xvi., it will not be contended that any authority from 
manuscripts, Fathers, or Versions, warrants us in suspecting them. 
Even as to Marcion himself, there is no certain evidence, as we have 
seen, that he rejected them. Why, then, should wc reject them at 
the present time ? 


§ 6. Different position in Manuscripts of xvi. 25—27. 

There is a difference in respect to the location of these verses 
containing a general doxology, which seems to be somewhat difficult 
of solution. 

(1) In Cod. J., and in most of the Codd. minusc.; in the Lection- 
arics Arab, polyglot, et triglot., in Slav. Ms. and most Codd. Armen., 
also in Clirys., Theod., L)amasc., Theoph., and Oecumenius; they 
stand only and immediately after chap. xiv. 23. In Cod. A., 17, 
Armen, odd. quib., they stand both here and at the end. After xiv. 
23, they are placed by Beza, Grotius, Mill, Hammond, Wetstcin, 
Sender, Griesbach, Moms, Eichhorn, Flatt, Tholuck, Paulus, and 
some others. 

This is the sum of the external evidence, in respect to this posi¬ 
tion of the verses in question. But in whatever way they may have 
been transferred thither, it seems difficult to avoid the feeling of in¬ 
congruity as to such a position. It is an evident interruption of the 
tenor of the discourse. The of xv. 1, shows that it is 
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a continuation of a preceding discourse ; and so plainly does the 
matter of verses 1—13 itself indicate. Nor am I able to persuade 
myself, that the matter at the close of chap. xiv. is of such a tenor, 
as entitles us to believe that Paul here breaks out into an animated 
doxology. Usually, it is only after the enunciation of some deep, 
sublime, soul-stirring truth, that he betakes himself to expressions 
of this nature in medio cursu . What is there in the discussion about 
eating meats or refraining from them, to move his soul to the sub¬ 
lime doxology contained in xvi. 25—27 ? I must accord therefore 
with Knapp, who places these verses at the end of the epistle. 

(2) A few MSS., &c., omit the verses in question. Jerome (on 
Eph. iii. 5), speaking of the passage in Romans, says, “in plerisque 
codicibus invenitur;” which would seem to mean, that in some 
Codices of his time it was omitted. The verses are omitted by Cod. 
D., but not a prima manu; in F., G. (in the latter a space is left 
for them); also in Codd. Vindob. 57, G7, G8, G9, 70, as stated by 
Koppe ; in an unknown MS. mentioned by Erasmus ; and in Vers. 
Armen., of some editions. 

Eichliorn, as usual, has built a singular castle in the air upon this 
fact. He accounts for all the varieties in the manuscripts in this 
way: (l) The original piece of parchment on which Paul’s epistle 
was written, was filled when the scribe came to xiv. 23. Pic then 
took a small and separate piece of parchment, on one side of which 
he wrote the salutations in verses 21—24; and on the other the 
doxology in verses 25—27. But the letter not being immediately 
sent, the apostle made additions to it; first of chap, xv., and then of 
xvi. 1—20. So then the epistle was sent to the church at Rome, on 
four separate pieces of manuscript. In copying this, some ended the 
epistle with xiv. 23; others added to this the doxology in xvi.25—27; 
a third class copied as far as xiv. 23, and then added the postscripts 
of the apostle (xv. 1—xvi. 20), and finally the small leaf of parch¬ 
ment written with the body of the epistle (which is the usual form 
of the epistle) ; while a fourth class, copying from these different 
copies, inserted the doxology both after xiv. 23, and at the end of 
the whole epistle. 

Sorry copyists, indeed, they must have been at Rome, to make 
such mistakes as these! One is ready to wonder, why the additional 
parchments were not joined on to the original one, in proper order, 
and not left in the form of Sybilline leaves; a thing which required 
nothing more than a little paste or glue, and a moment’s attention. 
Then, supposing them to have been left separately, were there no 
marks added by the writer, to direct the reader’s attention and 
perusal ? Are important documents wont to be made out in such a 
negligent manner? But (which is directly to our present purpose) 
how came any copyist to imagine, that the letter ended with chap, 
xiv. 23 ? Or why, as so many mistakes were made about the order 
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of the small piece of parchment first added, were none made about 
the order of the two different postscripts, viz., xv. 1—33 and xvi. 
1 — 20 ? 

I am grieved to add, that Griesbach, in attempting to account for 
the variations of manuscripts in regard to xvi. 25—27, has advanced 
suppositions not less visionary and gratuitous than those of Eich- 
horn. This is the more to be wondered at, since Griesbach is not 
much prone to phantasies of this nature. The reader of Eichhorn 
is not surprised to find such a conceit in him; fora critic, who could 
add on the last twenty-six chapters of the book of Isaiah (which he 
names Pseudo-Isaiah), to the genuine works of that prophet, because 
the copyist happened to have room to spare in his parchment and 
wanted to fill it out (Einleit. in das. A. Test. iii. p. 91, ed. 3d), may 
well be imagined not to be incapable of making suppositions like 
those above related. 

But what if we, at the present day, arc unable to account for the 
confusion of manuscripts, with regard to xvi. 25—27? Will this 
oblige us to resort to suppositions altogether incredible in themselves? 
To say the least, it should not induce us thus to do. We cannot, 
then,—at least until we come to the persuasion that parchment was 
as scarce and dear in ancient times as Eichhorn (so often as it suits 
his critical convenience) makes it, we cannot—admit a supposition 
which involves such an entire voregov vgo)ngov f in a most solemn and 
important epistle of “Paul. And even if we admit that parchment 
was so scarce and so dear, we are, after all, at our wits’ end to know 
why the concluding piece was not joined on to the same roll which 
contained the rest of the epistle. 

(3) With the Textus Beceptus , which places these verses at the 
end, agree Codd. B., C., D., E., 16, 66; Codd. minusc. 80; also 
Syr. Erp., Copt., Aeth., Vulg., and the Latin Fathers in general. 
With Erasmus, Stephens, Bengel, Koppe, Boehme, Hug, Knapp, 
Bcrtholdt, De Wette, lliickcrt, and others, I am persuaded that 
this is their genuine place. WTiat shall we say of eyu Tegnog, 6 
ygd^ag tt\ v s-TTitroXfiv, in xvi. 22 ? Does it not of course imply, that 
it is near the close of the epistle, and that the epistle is one ? And 
if so, then are chapters xv. xvi. a genuine and original part of it, as 
Bcrtholdt has well remarked, Einleit. vi. § 715. 

1 Biit how can so many doxologies be accounted for?’ To which 
I answer, that no serious difficulty lies in the way of this. It is not 
natural to suppose, indeed it cannot well be supposed, that the apostle 
wrote the whole epistle in a single day, or at a single sitting. If, in 
the midst of his multiplied engagements and his short stay at Corinth, 
he was several days, or even weeks, in writing it (which we may 
easily and probably suppose); then we can account for the various 
doxologies and apparent closes of the epistle, in chapters xv., xvi. It 
is easy to believe, that xv. 33 was the first pause which was made 
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with the probable design, originally, of ending the epistle there. 
Afterwards, renewed and additional intelligence coming from Rome, 
with kind greeting of friends there, he was induced to add, in return, 
the greetings in xvi. 1—10; to which he subjoined the warnings, and 
the apparent conclusion in verses 17—20. The definiteness with 
which he here speaks of the divisions and erroneous sentiments in the 
Church at Rome, in all probability had its origin in the very recent 
information which he had obtained from that city. Finally, before 
sending away his epistle, other Christians at Corinth, deeply inte¬ 
rested in the affairs of the Church at Rome, visited the apostle and 
desired him to express their salutations. This done, he adds, as 
usual,anotherkind wish and prayerforthe Church which headdresses, 
xvi. 24. And then, in reading over and correcting the copy which 
Tertins had made of the whole, Paul, at the close of all, subjoined 
the general doxology which is contained in verses 25—27. 

If you say : i Here arc almost as many suppositions as those of 
Eichhorn and Griesbachmy reply is, that there are almost as many 
in respect to number, but still of a totally different character. Here 
the appeal is made to the internal state of the-epistle itself, and to 
the probable and natural circumstances whicli accompany the writing 
of such a letter. Nothing stands in the way of believing the things 
just suggested to be altogether probable. But when all these phe¬ 
nomena are made to depend on odd pieces of parchment, and Sibyl¬ 
line leaves, strangely forwarded without juncture or order, and as 
strangely mistaken in the copying, how can we satisfy ourselves with 
such suggestions? 

That the manuscripts differ so much, as to xvi. 25—27, is indeed 
a striking circumstance in the critical history of the epistle to the 
Romans. But if any one will attentively reflect on the several ap¬ 
parent conclusions in the epistle (xv. 13, 23, and xvi. 20, 24), he 
may easily be induced to believe, that the confusion in the manu¬ 
scripts has arisen from this circumstance. Copyists supposed there 
must be some mistake in having a conclusion in xvi. 24, and then 
another superadded in verses 25—27. It was natural for them to find 
a difficulty in this. Therefore, with the conviction that here was some 
mistake, they sought an earlier place for these verses; and they could 
find none which was not already occupied by something of the like 
nature, without going back to xiv. 23. Here, then, some of them 
placed xvi. 25—27, and others followed these copies. In the mean 
time, other copies continued to be taken after the original order of 
the epistle, and thus a discrepancy arose. Some copyists, perceiving 
this discrepancy, and also the fact that chapters xv. and xvi. contain 
60 many formulas of conclusion, omitted xvi. 25—27 ; while others, 
finding these verses in some copies of xiv. 23, and in others at the end 
of tlie epistle, copied them both. In this way we can easily account 
for all the discrepancies that exist, without resorting to any forced or 
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unnatural suppositions. We may add to all this, moreover, the 
probability that the public lections of the epistle extended only to 
the end of chap, xiv.; to which it was altogether natural to add xvi. 
25—27 as a proper close; and that the practice of reading the epistle 
in this manner, gradually introduced the writing of manuscripts in 
the same way. 

(4) A few critics reject the verses in question as spurious. So 
Schmidt, and Reiche in his recent commentary on the Epistle to the 
Homans. The latter has argued at length against their genuineness, 
liis arguments are derived from the alleged style and manner of the 
doxology. lie accuses it of being deficient in simplicity, of bom¬ 
bastic and overstrained expression, of a dogmatic manner; of being 
doubtful and dark and unusual, yea, unintelligible; of a drawling 
repetition for three times of xara; of a doubtful construction of o5 
near the close; of expressions not Pauline, not proper, e. g ., da 77 s- 
mov pov xai xTjgvy/La I, Xg/<rroD; and finally he says, it is all made 
up of shreds collected here and there from the writings of Paul, e. g. f 
from Kom, ii. 16; Gal. i. 6 ; Eph. iii. 3; Col. i. 26; 2 Tim. i. 8 ; 
Tit. i. 1 ; Horn. i. 5 ; 1 Tim. vi. 16; Rom. ii. 16, i. 9 ; Heb, xiii. 
20 —23; in which places, if the reader pleases to turn to them, he 
will find in succession expressions like those in our text. 

That most of these accusations are not well founded, the reader may 
satisfy himself by thoroughly studying the verses under examination. 
That the expressions here resemble other expressions of Paul, can 
surely be no proof of their spuriousness , nor of their being dark and 
unintelligible. 1 will not say, that internal evidence can in no case 
be proof of spuriousness; for this would be an extravagant asser¬ 
tion. But we may well say, that when all critics except two have 
failed to discover the internal evidences just alleged, there cannot 
be much probability in favour of their existence. The doxology, 
although it is somewhat difficult of interpretation on account of its 
complex nature, seems to me evidently to be in the spirit and man¬ 
ner of Paul. 

§ 7. State of feeling and opinion in the Church at Rome, when the 
epistle was written. 

That this Church consisted of Jews and Gentiles, we have already 
seen ; § 2 above. That many of the erroneous views which Paul 
combats in it, were such as the Hebrews were prone to cherish, there 
can be no doubt on the part of any one well acquainted with the 
history of Jewish opinions. That grounds of dissensiou among its 
members existed in the Church of Rome, vve can hardly refuse to 
believe, when we consider the general tenor of the epistle. The 
national pride of the Jew; his attachment to the Mosaic institutes, 
and especially to the Levitical rites and distinctions of clean and 
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unclean ; his impatience of subordination in any respect to Gentiles; 
his unwillingness to believe that they could be admitted to equal pri¬ 
vileges with the Jew, in the kingdom of the Messiah, and particu¬ 
larly without becoming proselytes to the Mosaic religion ; his prone¬ 
ness to feel indignant to the government of heathen magistrates over 
him ; all this lies on the face of the epistle, and cannot well be 
overlooked by any considerate and attentive reader. 

On the other hand ; the Gentiles disregarded the prejudices of the 
Jews, especially about circumcision, and meats and drinks, and holi¬ 
days ; they were wounded at the claim of superiority which the Jews 
seemed to make ; and, knowing that the great apostle to the Gentiles 
was an advocate for their equal rights and privileges, they no doubt 
engaged in contest with the Jews with an unyielding spirit. Such a 
state of things very naturally gave rise to discussions in the Epistle 
to the Romans, and to all the cautions and precepts contained in 
the hortatory part of the epistle.. 

With this general view of the condition of the Church before us, 
we need not be solicitous to determine whether the apostle had special 
and local objects in view, when he wrote it, or more general ones. 
My answer to this question would be, that he had both in view ; e ., 
he meant to establish some great and general principles of Chris¬ 
tianity, and also to apply them to the state of the Church at Rome. 
Nothing can be more natural than this supposition ; and so Luther, 
Calvin, Melancthon, Bucer, Michaelis, Tholuck, and others, have 
for substance judged. That Raul intermingles with general truths 
many things which are local, is almost a matter of course in an epi¬ 
stle to a particular church. The contents of the epistle itself, or a 
brief analysis and synopsis of the whole, I reserve for a separate 
statement. 
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CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Were I to select a motto, which would in a single brief sentence de¬ 
signate the substance of what this epistle contains, it should be taken from 
the apostle Paul himself: 

XPI2T02 'HMIN AIK AI02TNH TE KAI *AriA2M02, 

CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION AND SANCTIFICATION. 

The first five chapters exhibit Christ as the author and efficient cause 
of our justification. 

After an appropriate and affectionate introduction (i. 1—16), the apo¬ 
stle proceeds to show, that the Gentiles had universally transgressed the 
law of God which was written on their hearts, because they had indulged 
in a great variety of sins which they knew to be wrong (i. 17—32). He 
next proceeds to show, that the Jews were even more guilty still, inasmuch 
as they had sinned against more light and more distinguished privileges 
(ii. 1—3, 19). He now draws the conclusion from these premises, that 
justification by deeds of law, i. e on the score of merit or on the ground 
of perfect obedience, is impossible; for, inasmuch as all men have sinned 
against the law of God, all are under its condemnation, and therefore 
grace or mercy only can save them from perishing. This grace is vouch¬ 
safed only through Christ, and has been procured by bis sufferings and 
death in behalf of sinners (iii. 20—21). 

The Old Testament also teaches the same doctrine of gratuitous justi¬ 
fication; and that this should be extended to Gentiles as well as Jew9 
(iv. 1—25). 

The happy fruits of such a state of justification—peace with God, sup¬ 
port and consolation in the midst of trials and sufferings, a hope which 
maketh not ashamed, and never can be disappointed—are next described 
by the writer (v. 1—11). And that it is perfectly proper and becoming on 
the part of God, to extend those blessings to all, both Jews and Gentiles, 
is strikingly taught by an exhibition of the fact, that all have been made to 
Bhare in the evils which flowed from the apostasy of our original progeni¬ 
tors (v. 12—19). Even in those cases where sin has exhibited its greatest 
power, the grace of the gospel is made to triumph over it (v. 20, 21), 

Thus is CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION set forth by the apostle. 
He comes next to exhibit CHRIST OUR SANCTIFICATION. This 
important topic he introduces, by discussing the objection raised against 
the doctrine of gratuitous justification, viz., that it tends to encourage sin. 
lie bIiows in the first place; from various considerations, the incongruity 
and impossibility of this (vi. 1, 23). lie then proceeds to contrast a state 
ol grace and the means and motives to holiness which it furnishes, with a 
legal state; and to show that in the latter, the sinner has no hope of 
maintaining a holy character, while in the former ho is abundantly fur¬ 
nished with the means of doing it; consequently that a state of grace, so 
far from encouraging men to sin, affords them the only hope of their being 
able to subdue and mortify sin (vii, 1—8, 17). 
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The apostle then, as he had before done at the close of his discussion 
respecting justification (v. 1—11), goes on to show the consolation which 
the gospel affords, under the various troubles of the present life (viii. 18— 
27); and in the sequel he concludes, as in the former case, with exultation 
in the certainty of future and eternal glory to all who truly love God (viii. 
28—39\ . ‘ 

The part of the epistle properly doctrinal , concludes with the 8th chapter. 
Chapter ix. discusses the objection raised against the dealings of God with 
his creatures, when he makes some of them the distinguished subjects of his 
mercy, and passes by others. Chap. x. confirms still farther, by various 
considerations, and particularly by texts cited from the Old Testament, the 
idea that the Jews who remain in unbelief are and must be cast off; and 
therefore that this is not a new or strange doctrine. Chap. xi. continues to 
urge the same subject; but at the close deduces from it the cheering consola¬ 
tion, tliat even the rejection of the Jews will be made a great blessing to the 
world, as it will be the occasion of salvation being sent to the Gentiles. 
And if their rejection be attended with consequences so important, then 
surely their reception again will fill the world with its happy fruits. 

The rest of the epistle is hortatory , and is adapted specially to warn the 
Church at Rome against several errors, to which, in their circumstances, 
they were peculiarly exposed. First, they are exhorted to lay aside all 
pride, and envious distinctions, and claims to prelerence on the ground of 
office, gifts, &c.; and to conduct themselves in a kind, affectionate, gentle, 
peaceable manner (xii. 1—21). 

Next, they are exhorted to a quiet and orderly demeanour in regard to 
the civil power, which the Jews were especially prone to contemn (xiii. 
1—7). The great law of love is to be regarded and obeyed toward all men, 
without or within the Church (xiii. 8—14). 

Thirdly, the Gentile Christians are admonished to respect the scruples of 
their Jewish brethren on the subject of eating meats offered to idols, and 
admonished that they have no right to interfere either in this matter or iu 
other things of the like tenor (xiv. 1, xv. 7). On the other hand, the Jews 
are admonished that their Gentile brethren have equal rights and privileges 
with themselves, under the gospel dispensation (xv. 8—13). 

The writer then expresses his good hopes concerning them all, liis kind 
and tender regard for them, and his purposes in respect to visiting them. 

Lastly, he subjoins the salutation of the various Christians who were 
with him; cautions them against those who seek to make divisions among 
them ; and concludes with a doxology. 

Such is the brief sketch of the contents of the epistle before us. It is 
one, however, which the reader may perhaps not fully understand and ap¬ 
preciate, until he shall have attentively studied the whole; but still, one to 
which he may recur, in order to satisfy himself in some measure respecting 
the relation which a particular part has to the whole. To make this satis¬ 
faction complete, it is important that he should become well acquainted 
with the general scope and object of the whole epistle. The details of the 
respective parts are given in the introductions to each, which are embodied 
with the commentary, although distinguished from it by the smaller type 
in which they are printed. 
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CHAP. L 1—16. 

The introductory part of the Epistle to the Romans, i. 1—16, contains, (1) A salutation, 
vers. 1—7. (2) A brief declaration of some personal wishes and concerns, vers. 8—1C. The 
npostlc, being a stranger in person to the Church at Rome, begins his epistle with exhibiting the 
nature of his office and of his relation to the Church of God, vcr. 1. Having mentioned that he 
hud been set apart for the service of God in the gospel, he hints, in passing, that this same gospel 
had been before announced by the ancient prophets, ver. 2, and that it has respect to him who 
was of the seed of David uccording to the flesh, or in his humbler condition, but the decreed Son 
of God who dispensed the Iloly Spirit with power after his resurrection, vers. 3, 4. From him, 
who was thus the constituted Lord of all , I’uul avers that he had received such grace as mada 
him one of Christ’s devoted follower. 0 , and also the oifice of an apostle to the Gentiles, in order to 
promote the knowledge of a Saviour among them. ver. 5 ; and inasmuch as the Romnus were 
among these Gentiles, and were called to be heirs of the grace of life, ver. 6, he addresses them, 
wishing them every needed spiritual and temporal blessing. 

He next passes on to circumstances cf a personal nature, which seem to prepare the way for 
the subsequent addresses thut he is to make to them. He thunks God that their Christian faith 
is so distinguished as to become a matter of universal notice, ver. 8 ; declares the strong desire 
which he had long cherished of paying them a visit, and that they had been the continual subject 
of his remembrance when coming before the throne of grace, vers. £>.10; and alleges bis wish 
not only to impart spiritual consolution and joy to them, but to receive the same from them, 
vers. 11, 12. lie then repeats his declaration respecting the desire he had all along cherished, 
of paying them a visit, and states the reasons why he had not fulfilled it, ver. 13. He expresses 
ft wish to preach among them, as well as among other Gentiles, inasmuch us he considers liiinself 
under obligation to preach the gospel to all classes of men nmong the heathen, vers. 14, 15. Of 
this gospel lie is not ashamed, knowing that by it the mighty power of God is manifested in the 
salvation of both Jews and Greeks, ver. 16. 

Here the introduction properly ends ; Inasmuch as the next verse exhibits one great theme of 
the epistle, nnd is the subject which gives occasion to all the remarks that follow, to the end of 
chap, v, 

The reader of Paul’s writings cannot fail to remark, how different 
was the mode of writing epistles in ancient times, from that which 
we now practise, in regard to some things pertaining to address, 
subscription, &c. Paul prefixes his name, instead of subscribing it 
at the end of his letters, as we now do. In the like way, and after 
his example, the letters missive , &c., of churches to each other, are 
still drawn up among us. 
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(1) UauXos, probably a Roman and not a Hebrew name, i. e ., Pau > 
lus; compare the name of the Roman proconsul, Sergius Paulus, 
Acts xiii. 7, who became a convert to Christianity, through the in¬ 
strumentality of Paul. The Hebrew name of the apostle was 

and he is first called UaZXog in Acts xiii. 9, immediately 
after the mention of Sergius Paulus. Hence many have thought, 
that JlavXog is a name which the apostle took in honour of the procon¬ 
sul. The more natural explanation is, that IlaZXog was a second 
name of Roman origiu, given him in accordance with the custom of 
the times. While the Jews were subject to the power of Seleu- 
cidas on the throne of Syria, it was very common among them 
to adopt a second name of Greek origin; e. g. Jesus , Jason; Je - 
hoiakim , Alkimos, &c. So under the Roman power ; Dostai , Dosi- 
theus ; Tarphin , Trypho. A comparison of these will show, that 
in general the second name bore some resemblance in sound to the 
first. So 'ZaZXcg, UaZXog. 

AoZXog means, in itself, one devoted to the service of another, one 
who is subject to the will or control of another . Of course it may 
import a station or condition which is in itself high or low, honour¬ 
able or dishonourable, according to the state or rank of the master. 
A servant of a man, i. e of any common man, is a slave ; at least the 
word in its strict sense would import this. But the servants of a 
king may be courtiers of the highest rank, who count this title a 
matter of honuur. (1) Servants of God is an appellation given to 
the prophets, Moses, Joshua, &c., Rev. x. 7. xi. 18. xv. 3. Deut. 
xxxiv. 5. Josh. i. 1. Jer. xxv. 4, Amos iii. 7 ; and in like manner the 
apostles and primitive preachers of the gospel are called the Ser¬ 
vants of Christy Gal. i. 10. Phil. i. 1. Titus i. 1. James i. 1. 2. 
Peter i. 1. Col. iv. 12. (2 ) AoDXo; is also employed as meaning 

simply or principally a worshipper of Christ or of God, one devot¬ 
ed to his service ; for in such a sense we find the word employed in 
1 Peter ii. 16. Epli. vi. C. Rev. vii. 3. Luke ii. 29. Acts iv. 29. 
Ps. cxiii. 1, al. 

Does the word doZXog here, as employed by Paul in respect to 
himself, indicate official station, like that of the ancient prophets 
and messengers of God mentioned under No. 1; or is it employed 
in the second sense, in order to denote the apostle as one devoted to 
the service of Christ, one ready to obey him in all things, and to 
regard the promotion of his interests as the great object of his life ? 
Interpreted in this way, hoZXog docs not anticipate the meaning of 
anoaroXog. There is also a gradation in the sense. First, Paul is 
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represented as being devoted to the service of Christ, and then as 
commissioned with a special office in that service; which could not 
be said of every <3ouAo$. So Reiche and Glockler, in their recent 
Commentaries. 

’iTjtfou Xp/otoD, in the Gen. here, shows the relation in which 
Paul stood to the Saviour, and that the apostle’s business or object (as 
<3cDAos) was to promote the cause of Christ or to forward his work. 
T>jcroDs is the Greek form of the Hebrew name or of its later 
abridgment and substitute i. e., Saviour , or he who will save . 
Xgiarog is properly a participial adjective , formed from to 

anoint, and means the anointed one . It is, like xu^/os, which is 
properly an adjective, usually employed by prefixing the article as 
an appellative , when applied to the Saviour, and commonly it de¬ 
signates hi in as king, or possessed of royal dignity . Kings were 
anointed to their office, among the Jews ; and also high priests. 
The name Christ rPPE, X&tcrog, the Messiah, may refer then to 
either of these high offices or dignities ; for he is both king and 
priest for ever. The use of x°tor6g alone in the Gospels, is hardly 
to be regarded in the light of a proper cognomen , but rather as a 
mere attributive appellation. In the epistles, it is not unfrequently 
used in the way of a proper cognomen . 

KXrjro?, lit, called , but the meaning here is chosen , invited , viz., 
chosen to the office of an apostle; see Acts ix. 15, MtOog ixXoy?jg 
fMoi hnv obrog, also Acts xxvi. 17, where the xA?jroT here is expressed 
by ei'aiPov/Aivog <re, I have taken thee out of,I have selected thee from . 
In Gal. i. 15, it is more fully expressed by 6 cupo^cag pt ex xo/A/as 
lLr\roog (jlov, xa/ 1 xaX'ecag oici r7\g X^rog aurov, i, e» y who set me apart or 
designated me from my earliest years for the apostolic office, and 
in due time called me to it by his grace; Jer. i. 5. The word 
xXyjrog sometimes has the sense merely of invited, bidden; e . g., Matt, 
xx. 16, xxii. 14. Yet in the writings of Paul it is not so used, but 
always in the sense of efficient calling, as we say, i . e, y it means not 
only that the person designated has been invited or selected , but 
that he has accepted the invitation ; 1 Cor. i. 1,2, 24. Rom. i. 6, 
7. viii. 28 ; with which collate Gal. i. 15. Jude v. 1. TIeb. iii. 1. 
Rom. xi. 29. Eph. iv. 1. 

’A-rotfroAos may mean a legate of any kind, one sent by another 
on any kind of business or message. The word is used in this 
way, in John xiii. 16. Phil. ii. 25. A diiine messetiger or prophet 
it designates in Luke xi. 49. Eph. iii. 5. Rev. xviii. 20. ii. 2 ; and 
in like manner it also signifies the messengers of Christ , which is 
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the usual meaning of the word throughout the N. Testament. To 
invest them with this office, an immediate choice by the Saviour in 
person seems to have been necessary. This is implied in our text; 
and more plainly still in Gal. i. 1.—Occasionally the companions 
of the apostles, or the delegates sent by them, are called apostles; 
so in 2 Cor. viii. 23. Acts xiv. 4, 14. Rom. xvi. 7. 

* A<p<DouffAsvoi .... SeoD, Y\t. separated ox set apart for the gos¬ 
pel of God , i. e. y chosen or selected in order to preach the gospel of 
God, viz., that gospel of which God is the author, Seou being Geni- 
tivus aucloris. The word a<pugic/Mzvo; seems to be intended as epex- 
egetical of xXtjrog, i. e ., it expresses the same idea in different lan¬ 
guage. Hesychius explains a<pvei6;j*ivos by ixXs?.s ypivog, chosen , 
bia’/.Bx^iMsvo;, selected. In the same sense d<po^aars occurs in Acts 
xiii. 2. See the same sentiment in Gal. i. 15, Jer i. 5. The 
meaning is, that God, who foreknows all things, did set him apart, 
choose, select him for the work of the gospel, even from the earliest 
period of his life, Gal. i. 15. So it is said of Jeremiah, that he 
was set apart, selected, for the prophetic office even before he was 
formed in his mother’s womb; by all which expressions is meant, 
that God who knows all persons and events before they exist or take 
place, has a definite object in view which he intends to accomplish 
by them. In classic Greek, the verb a^ooi^iv is more usually em¬ 
ployed in a bad sense (in malam partem ), meaning to exterminate , 
excommunicate , repudiate , &c. But in Hellenistic Greek it is 
more commonly employed in bonam partem , as here. 

E is evayy'i\Jov has the same sense as e/; to evayyOJsa<foai euayys}a o>, 
in order to preach the gospel. This method of using the Acc. 
(with the preposition rig prefixed) as a nomen actionis , is a frequent 
idiom of Paul’s writings, and resembles the use of the Heb. Inf. 
(with a ? prefixed) as a nomen actionis. JivayyV/aov itself is some¬ 
times employed to denote the preaching of the gospel; c. g 1 Cor. 
iv. 15, ix. 14 — Eua yyeXiov SsoS Chrysostom understands as meaning 
the gospel concerning God , viewing Se&u as Genitivus object i . But 
this interpretation is plainly erroneous; for the object is supplied in 
ver. 3, viz. tvayysXw v .... roZ vicZ aZroZ. Tlieophylact 
rightly explains the phrase : vs dusr&v cra^d roZ [the gospel] as 
given by God. For the sentiment that the gospel is of God, and 
that Christ taught it as received from him, let the reader compare 
John viii. 28, 38. v. 19, 30. xii. 49. xiv. 10, 24. xvii. 4—8. 

(2) "O Kootnriyyu'kaTo .... ay tats , which he foi'merly, or in for¬ 
mer timesj declared or published by his prophets, in the holy Scriptures. 
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In like manner, Paul in his defence before Agrippa says, that he 
had proclaimed nothing as a preacher of the gospel, which the pro¬ 
phets and Mo 3 es had not declared should take place, Acts xxvi. 22 
That Christ and all his apostles believed and taught, that the Old 
Testament abounds in prophecies respecting him, there can be no 
doubt on the part of anyone who attentively reads the New Testa¬ 
ment ; see Acts x. 43, xviii. 28. 1 Peter i. 10. 2 Peter i. 19. 

Even the heathen of the apostle’s time had become acquainted 
with the expectations of the Jews, in regard to the appearance of the 
Messiah; which expectations were excited and cherished in the He¬ 
brews, by the perusal of their own ancient Scriptures. Thus Tacitus 
speaks of this subject; “Pluribus persuasio inerat, antiquis sacerdo- 
tum Uteris contineri, eo ipso tempore fore, ut valeseeret Oriens, pro- 
fectique Judaea reruin potirentur,” Hist. V. 13. In the same man¬ 
ner Suetonius his contemporary expresses himself: “ Percrebuerat 
Oriente toto vetus et constans opinio , esse in fatis, ut eo tempore 
Judaea profccti reruin potirentur,” in Vespas. e. 4. The first pro¬ 
mises respecting the Messiah were merely of a general nature, un¬ 
accompanied by peculiar and characteristic declarations; e. g. Gen. 
iii. 15, xii. 3, xvii. 4, 5, xlix. 10. In later times, it was foretold that 
the expected King and Deliverer would be of the progeny of David, 
2 Sam. vii. 16. Psalm lxxxix. 35—37. In several Psalms, some traits 
of the life, office, character, and sufferings of this illustrious personage 
were given; viz. Psalm ii. xvi. xxii. xlv. cx. etc.; still more graphi¬ 
cally is the Messiah described in Is. liii.; and individual occurrences 
in his history are given in later prophets, e . g ., Zecli. ix. 9. xi. 13, 
Mai. iii. 1, seq. iv. 2, scq. It has been observed, that Malachi’s de¬ 
claration in the last chapter of his prophecy, is homogeneous with 
the very first annunciation of the gospel in Mark i. 2. Our English 
version of < TgoET»)yyg/Xaro, promised afore , does not give the proper 
meaning of the word. 

’Ev yga<paT$ ay/'a/f, in the Holy Scriptures . The Jews employed 
either y^a <prj the singular, or y^apa/ the plural, indifferently. The 
first means the corpus librorum sacrorum ; the second refers to the 
same collection, as made up of several particular writings. The 
epithet dy/a/ is given to ygapa/, because the Scriptures were regarded 
as worthy of all reverence, or because they were looked upon as 
being inspired by to wsu/xa rb ayiov. 

(3) Tlegi roy u/oy aurod, respecting his Son. This clause should be 
joined, in the reader’s mind, to tua yyeX/ov S«oO at the close of ver. 1. 

c 
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Verse 2 is a circumstantial declaration, thrown in to enhance the 
value of the gospel^ or its credibility and dignity. There is no ne¬ 
cessity here of actually inserting a parenthesis, as some do, any 
more than in many other cases where explanatory circumstances 
are added in the like way. Tholuck joins mp rob oiob abrob with 
‘Tgoe-yy'jtiXaro ; but as the verb itself relates to sbayykXtcv it 
seems to me more congruous to refer crsg< z. r. X. to the same words. 

Too yivofjt'svoo .... tugxa, who was born of the seed of David , in 
respect to the flesh. The verse itself is replete with difficulties ; and 
especially so to one who is not familiarly conversant with the cha¬ 
racter of Paul’s style. Tholuck compares the latter to the urgent 
force of waves, which swell one above another in continual succes¬ 
sion. It is an obvious peculiarity of this apostle’s style, that lie 
abounds in what are commonly called parenthesis. His mind was 
so glowing and so full of ideas, that the expression of a single word 
often calls forth, as it were, a burst of thought respecting the import 
of that word, which hinders him from advancing in the sentence that 
he had begun, until he has given vent to the feelings thus incident¬ 
ally occasioned. The expression of these feelings makes here what 
may be named parenthesis; although it may not always be designated 
as such in our printed books. To illustrate what I mean, let us 
take the examples in the first paragraph of the epistle before us. 
When Paul (vcr. 1) had named the ebayysX/ov SeoD which would re¬ 
call to the minds of his readers the gospel that was then preached by 
himself and others, he immediately adds, in order to enforce on their 
minds a becoming idea of the dignity and excellence of this gospel, 
o creoecrijyysfaaTO S/a tuv crgopjjru/v abrob sv yea<pu% uyitti? after which 
he resumes his subject. But no sooner has lie uttered the words 
too o/oo abrob, than another burst of thought respecting the exalted 
personage thus named escapes from him. First, this Son is ym/isvov 
. . . . <ragxa, a descendant of David, the most exalted king who 
ever occupied the Jewish throne, according to the promises respecting 
the Messiah, c.g ., in 2 Sam. vii. 16, Ps. Ixxxix. 35—37. Secondly, he 
is tov bpi&svro; .... vsxfliv, i. e ., he is the Son of God clothed, ac¬ 
cording to decree, with supreme dominion, especially in regard to the 
bestowment of the Holy Spirit, after his resurrection from the dead. 
Having thus designated some striking characteristics of the Son of 
God, he resumes his theme by the words *Ijj aob .... 7 }jlluv, which are 
in apposition with too o/oo abrou in vcr. 3. The words rob xoo/'oo iiauv 
again suggest another train of thought, which the writer stops 
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to utter, viz. &i ov . ... Xgiarov, after which he resumes his theme 
and finishes the sentence by wa<n roTg .... Xgi<frov, ver 7. The 
greater part of this apparently involved sentence, might evidently 
be included in parenthesis; and then the simple sentence would 
run thus : IlaDXo; .... aputgnjjtAsvog tig s-jccyyeX/ov SeoO creo} too v/oo 
auTov .... ’ItjcgS Xgiaroo too Kuoiou i)>AU)v .... xa<U roT; oodiv x. r. X. 

Every reader should take especial notice of this characteristic in 
the writings of Paul, as it will help him to unravel many a sentence 
which would otherwise seem perplexed and perhaps even irrelevant. 
To understand the writings of this apostle, something more than a 
knowledge of grammar or of mere words is necessary. We must 
be able to enter into the feelings and sympathies of the writer, and 
thus to trace his modes of thought and expression in cases that seem 
obscure, as well as in those which are plain. 

Fivo^gvou, descended , born ; for so the word is not unfrequently em¬ 
ployed.— *Ex amgyarog, of the posterity , of the Uncage .— Kara ffdoxa, 
in respect to human nature or his fleshly existence. denotes 

literally flesh, i. e ., the flesh of a living or animated being, in distinc¬ 
tion from that of a dead one, which is xgiag. It denotes body also ; 
not in the sense of <rco/ia which has reference to the compacting of 
the whole of the parts into one mass, but body as distinguished from 
mind, the visible part as distinguished from the invisible one. 
Hence it is very often used, both in the Old Testament and the New, 
for our animal nature , the animal man (so to speak). Frail, per¬ 
ishable man, also, and man with carnal appetites and passions, are 
soften designated by it; as every lexicon will show. As kindred with 
this, it often means man as living in his present fleshly and dying or 
transitory state , in distinction from another and different condition in 
a future world; so Gal. ii. 20. Phil. i. 22, 21. Ilcb. v. 7, applied to 
Christ. 1 Pet. iv. 2. 2 Cor. x. 3. In the passage before us, the 
human nature or condition of Christ, as descended from the royal 
progeny of David, is designated. But why so? Because the promise 
was made to David , that the Messiah should descend from him. 
Hence the genealogy in Matthew : “ The Son of David , the Son of 
Abraham.” So the common feeling and views of the Jews decided : 
u How do they [the Scribes] say, that the Christ is David's Son?” 
So the blind man (Luke xviii. 39) says : “ Jesus, thou Son of David, 
have mercy on me.” Comp, also Luke i. 27, 32. Matt. xv. 22. xii. 
23. xxi. 9. 15. xxii. 41—46. John vii. 42. 2 Tim. ii. 8; which most 
abundantly illustrate the views of the Jews and of the apostles. It is 
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not, therefore, merely a son of David which is designated by the 
phrase before us, but the long expected and hoped for Son of David, 
i. e. } the promised Messiah. 

We must regard rou yevo/Levov ex <J-7r'e g/Jtarog A auto xarbt ffagxa, then, 
as a clause in opposition to u/oS ajroj, added for the sake of point¬ 
ing out the fulfilment of the promises of God and the expectations 
of pious Jews, in regard to the Messiah or Son of God; a thought 
naturally suggested by what the writer had said before in relation 
to the declarations in the Scriptures. But lest the reader might 
arojue that Son of David , considered as meaning Messiah , implied 
nothing more than one- of David’s natural descendants in the 
ordinary way, Paul adds xarbt adgxa, in respect to his human na¬ 
ture ; where aag% is plainly employed in the same sense as in John 
i. 14, o Xoy og adgt, b/eviro, i. e ., the Logos became man , or took on hint 
a human nature. But if the Son of God was a mere man, in the 
view of Paul, how strange it would be for him to say: yevoph oy . . . 
xarbt cdoxa ; an expression never used respecting any other indivi¬ 
dual. The application plainly is, that he had some other nature than 
the human . The same distinction is implied in Rom. ix. 5, ££ £v b 
Xpiarbg to xarbt ffugxa. In his other nature, lie is there said to be 
o errt Kavruv 

Tims we have one special characteristic of the Son of God or of 
the promised Messiah, viz., that he was, as to his human nature, 
of the royal progeny of David. Now follows a second, of a more 
exalted and peculiar kind : 

(4) ‘O p/ffOevrog .... wxpuv. The word ogtdYsvrog has often been' 
rendered decreed, decided , ordained; so Calvius, Erasmus, Faber, and 
many others. In like manner the oldest Latin interpreters exhibit 
qui preedestinatus est; as appears from the Latin interpretation of 
Irenaius, III. 18, 32; from Rufin’s version of Origen, and Hilary 
De Trinitate , VII. In the like way, also, some recent interpreters 
have rendered bgt&brcg. Of the former mode of translating we may 
truly say, that it accords with the meaning of the word bg/^u in Heb. 
iv. 7. Acts xi. 29. ii. 23. x. 42. xvii. 26, 31. Luke xxii. 22; and 
these are all the instances in which it is used in the New Testa¬ 
ment, excepting the case before us. 

But this sense of the word is alleged, by many critics, not to 
accord with the design of the writer. In order to prove this, they 
suppose the passage (by way of illustration") to be construed thus : 

1 Ordained to be the Son of God with power, xarbt ervtupet ayt^a\jvng 9 
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i. e., by the miraculous gifts which the Spirit conferred upon him, 01 
by the miracles which the Spirit enabled him to perform and then 
ask, ‘ How did the miraculous gifts or deeds of Jesus ordain him 
to be the Son of God, or constitute him such ? He possessed these 
gifts, or performed these miracles, because he was the Son of God; 
he was not made so by the possession of his gifts or the performance 
of his deeds.’ And admitting their grounds of interpreting the rest 
of the verse, their objection seems to be decisive against the exe¬ 
gesis which they oppose. 

Grotius, in order to relieve this difficulty with respect to 
construes the passage thus : ‘ The regal dignity of Jesus, as Son of 
God, was predestinated, or prefigured, when he wrought signs and 
wonders in his incarnate state.’ But how predestinating can be 
made to mean prefiguring , I am not aware. 

Others construe thus ; ‘ Ordained to be the powerful Son of God, 
in his pneumatic condition [or state of exaltation], by his resurrec¬ 
tion from the dead.’ But in this case we are compelled to ask : 
How could his resurrection decree or ordain his exalted state? It 
might be the consequence of a decree that he should be exalted; it 
was so ; but in what manner the resurrection could ordain or de¬ 
cree his exaltation, it would be difficult to explain. 

There is yet another sense, in which the passage before us has 
been taken, viz,, ‘ Constituted the Son of God with power , in his 
pneumatic condition, after his resurrection from the dead.’ For 
although he was the Son of God before his resurrection, yet he was 
not the Son of God h duvaun, in the sense here meant, until after his 
ascension to the right hand of the Majesty on high. 

One might hesitate, perhaps, between this sense and the one 
given by Origen, Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
CEeumenius, the Syriac version, and the great majority of modern 
critics; vi.Z og/<$evro<;=5er£3£m>f, unopav'SevT og,x^£vrog, o/noXoyrfiivrog, 
shown , demonstrated , exhibited , declared . Of such a meaning for 
6 it is true, no example can be found in the New Testament, 
nor in the classics, which seems to be exactly in point. Passow gives 
no sense of this kind to in his lexicon. I find only one ex¬ 
ample (if indeed this be one) in the instances produced by Eisner, 
which will stand the test of scrutiny ; this is: u A patron of what 
is just, 5/xa<fnjv op/£o/ 4 ev yvijj/ov, we call a true judge , or we declare to 
be a judge worthy of the nameC But even here, the sense of de¬ 
ciding , determining , defining y Is altogether a good one, and equally 
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good for o^o/mv] and this agrees with the usual meaning of the 
word. Still, as 6g/ r (oj (from ogog) means literally to prescribe the 
boundaries or limits of any thing, and thus, by defining it, to dis¬ 
tinguish it from other things ; so the secondary meaning given by 
Chrysostom, viz. betyfievrog, arropav^zi/Tog t declared , shown , is not an 
unnatural one, although destitute (so far as I can discover) of any 
actual usus loquendi to support it. The lexicon of Zonaras gives 
the same gloss to the word : 6gt6 < ^svrog=d'7robsiy^evTog, uxopav^zvTog. 

It is a safe rule, not to adopt the meaning of a word which is not 
supported by the usus loquendi , when another meaning which is 
supported by it can be given, that will make good sense. And in 
the case before us it is as good sense to say, that i Christ was con - 
stituied the Son of God with power, after his resurrection from 
the dead/ as to say, that ( Christ was shown to be the Son of God 
with power, after his resurrection from the dead.’ For after the 
resurrection, he was advanced to an elevation which, as Messiah, he 
did not before possess; com. Phil.ii. 9—11. Heb. i. 3. ii. 9. xii. 2. 
llev. iii. 21. Matt. xix. 28. Nay one might say, that the more 
energetic meaning of the word is to be found in constituted. As 
an instance of the like sense, appeal has been made to Acts x. 42, 
where Christ is said to be 6 figicfievog uto toj ^ecrj xp7r t g ^fivruv y.ai 
the constituted or appointed judge of the living and the dead . For 
the like sense of °s'Z a ' appeal is also made to Acts xvii. 31, figure, 
sc. xgirrjv, i. e., he [GodJ hath constituted or appointed him [Christ] 
the judge, &c., comp, xvii, 26, oft eng .... xuigovg. But of this 
meaning of ogi^u as applicable to Bom. i. 4, I now doubt (as will 
be seen in the sequel); although I formerly was disposed to adopt it. 

If we should construe the phrase, as some do : ( Declared to be 
the Son of God with power, by the Holy Spirit, on account of (by) 
his resurrection from the dead / one might then ask : How could the 
resurrection declare in any special manner, that Christ was the 
Son of God? A^as not Lazarus raised from the dead ? AA r ere not 
others raised from the dead, by Christ, by the apostles, by Elijah, and 
by the bones of Elisha? And vet was their resurrection proof 
that they were the sons of God? God did indeed prepare the way for 
universal dominion to be given to Christ, by raising him from the 
dead. To the like purpose is the apostle’s assertion in Acts xvii. 31. 
But how an event common to him, to Lazarus, and to many others, 
could of itself demonstrate him to be the Son of God iv dwauei, re¬ 
mains to be shown. 
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Nor have the reasons produced by Reichc in his recent commen¬ 
tary, and also by my friend, the Rev. A. Barnes, in his excellent little 
volume on the Romans, in favour of this interpretation, served to 
satisfy ray mind of its validity. They both, with many others, un¬ 
derstand sv duva/ie/, here as adverbially employed, and make it to 
qualify oourBsvrog, so that the meaning is, 'powerfully demonstrated 
or shown. Nothing, indeed, is more certain in grammar, than that 
the Dative case of nouns, either with or without a preposition before 
it, may be and often is employed in an adverbial way ; so that b 
dwa/Azi might easily be rendered in the same way as dvvurug. My 
difficulties do not arise from this source, therefore, but from the 
unsuitableness of the application in this case. Had the apostle 
meant that sv dwd/xsj should qualify og/trAsvrog, all the usual prin¬ 
ciples of Greek construction and syntax would demand that he 
should have written, rot h buvuiiu ogi&svTog vl o5, the place between 
the article and the participle being the appropriate one, in order to 
avoid ambiguity of sense or construction, when a noun is thus em¬ 
ployed. Then again, no example has been produced, and I must 
doubt, until I see it, whether any can be produced, of the Greeks 
applying 36 vajtitg to designate the force or strength of a logical de¬ 
monstration made only to the mind. It always, certainly in the 
New Testament, has reference to the active force or energy of an 
agent , either corporeal or spiritual, when employed in such a way. 
The Greeks would characterize the demonstrative force of evidence 
or logic } in a very different way from this. The objections, there¬ 
fore, in point of grammatical construction and propriety of idiom, 
seem to me to be conclusive against such an exegesis. And the 
references by the commentators in question to Col. i. 21), rr t v iyeg/ye/oev 
aurov rijv ivsgyou/tEvijv iv s/ioJ iv dvvd/LSt and to Mark ix. 1, sug uv ihdit 
rrfl QaaiXsiav rou Seou eXqhu^u/av iv bwdfLtf, do not give any satisfaction 
as to their application of ev Suvapet. in the case above, because here 
the duva/Mig is that of agents , and not that of logic or evidence. The 
kingdom of God , of course means the persons who compose it, and 
sv dwufpei the efficiency with which they act, or (at least) with which 
God himself acts, in building it up. 

Nor am I convinced, that the resurrection powerfully demonstrated 
Christ to be the Son of God, by the allegation (in order to remove 
an apparently formidable difficulty as stated above), that ‘ in the cir¬ 
cumstances of the case, after all the special claims that Jesus had 
made to be considered as the Messiah, his resurrection was a signal 
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proof that he was the Son of God.’ This it would do, however, only- 
in an indirect way, and such an inference could be drawn from it 
only by virtue of reasoning from consequences. It proved only, 
that the claims of Jesus were allowed to be just and true. How 
could the power of God the Father, exerted to raise Christ from 
the dead, prove the divine or exalted nature of the latter? It 
proved only that God is Almighty, and he regarded with approba¬ 
tion the claims of Jesus. One of these claims was, that he was the 
Son of God ; but this was only one among many others. How then 
could the whole force of the evidence to be drawn from the resur¬ 
rection, concentre in this sole point? And when Reiche asserts 
(p. 110), that “ Paul always appeals to the resurrection of Christ 
as the principal evidence of his divinity,” and refers us to Col. xv. 
3, 17. Rom. iv. 24. Acts xvii. 23, as proofs of this, one is tempted 
to ask, what is meant by evidence ? These passages merely show 
that Christ was raised from the dead, in order to complete the work 
of mediation and redemption, and also to be the future judge of the 
world; nothing more. Nor is it in the nature of things, that resur¬ 
rection from the dead can prove Godhead? AVas it the Godhead 
that died, and was raised again; or was it the man Christ Jesus? 
How could the raising of the man by the Father, then, prove the 
Godhead of Christ ? In whatever light I look at this interpretation, 
I feel constrained to reject it. Neither Paul nor any other New 
Testament writer makes the evidences of Christ’s divine nature, 
(or higher nature, if you choose so to name it), to depend on the 
resurrection ; at least this is done nowhere, unless it be in the pas¬ 
sage before us. Would it not be strange that this should stand 
entirely alone, in respect to such an important point as the inter¬ 
pretation in question makes it? 

Let us now see whether a more defensible meaning than those 
above produced, can be given. 

I understand bgns&zvTOi in its usual (and only defensible) meaning, 
viz. decreed, appointed , established by decree^ determined by decision , 
viz. of a superior. I find in this sense of the word a most expres¬ 
sive meaning in reference to Ps. ii. 7, which, I doubt not, the apostle 
had in his mind: “I will declare the decree , (pPrStf ^3D^) j 
The Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my Son ; this day have I be¬ 
gotten thee.” Here then is the decreed , deslinated , or appointed Son, 
to whom Paul refers, the very Messiah promised in one of the 
most explicit and striking predictions in all the Old Testament; 
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comp. vcr. 2, iv ygxpaT; aylaig. And what is the decree of which 
the Psalmist speaks? It is, that the Son shall be made universal 
king, and that his enemies shall be dashed in pieces before him, 
Ps. ii. 8—12; and all this not in a temporal but spiritual sense. 
What is this now but to be the Son of God iv dvvd/xtri And when 
Mr. B. suggests, that lie knows of‘no passage where dwaf&ig means 
authority , office, etc.’; he need only to consult Matt. xxvi. 64. Mark 
xiv. 62. Luke xxii. 69. Luke iv. 36. Acts iv. 7. 1 Cor. v. 4. Rev. 
xiii. 2, iv. 11. v. 12. vii. 12. xii. 10, in order to correct this im¬ 
pression. It is even employed (by metonymy) for those in office 
and clothed with power, e. g., 1 Cor. xv. 24. Eph. i. 21; so for 
angels good or bad, who are high in station, Rom. viii. 38. 1 Pet. 
iii. 22. Matt, xxviii. 18, has crd<ja e%ou<rioc, not duva/xig, as he supposes; 
a mistake into which the first edition of my work (p. 68) probably 
led him 

It would be clear enough, then, that we might construe roZ 
oyctevrog uioO ilc&C sv duva^ei, as meaning ‘ the Son of God, who by de¬ 
cree is possessed of universal authority or dominion.’ My only 
doubt whether ev dwd/iei should be so construed here, arises from 
its junction with the next words; 

Kurd erveu/xa uy/uaZvrjg, which, like every other expression in this 
verse, is contested, some translate, by the Holy Spirit; and some, 
by a holy spirit , L e. } a divine and miraculous power, which some 
represent as the miraeulous power with which Christ was endowed, 
and others as that which was shown in raising him from the dead. 
A third party construe here, a9 designating the higher nature 

or condition of Christ, i. e ., his pneumatic nature or condition, if I 
may so express it. 

Schleusner, Flatt, Bengel, and others, find in uyiwavvr) a meaning 
designedly different from that of a ytorqg or dyiuc/uog. Thus Bengel, 
a a yi6r7)g sanctitas , a yta<jju6g sanctijicatio , dytuiouvr) sanctimonia” 
But this seems to be imaginary; for even in Latin, sanctimonia and 
sanctitas differ only in form, not in sense. In Greek, as there is 
no difference between dyc&oavvri and uya^lrr^ so there appears to 
be none between dyiuovvr) and ayiorqg. The Seventy use aytaxruvr} 
for strength , in Ps. xevi. 6 (xcv. 6); for ^np in Ps. xcvii. 
12 (xevi. 12); and for lin in Ps. cxlv. 5 (cxliv. 5.). But as nvtZfia 
is here joined with ayiuavvrig, I cannot well doubt that the word 
&yiw<jvv 7 )g is employed in the place of the adjective aym, (like ^.P 
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in 'BHiJ V>, i. e ., my holy mountain .) So the Gen. case of nouns is 
employed in almost innumerable instances. If we may conjecture 
a reason why the apostle here preferred ayrjjGvvyg to a yiov, we might 
say that it was because he wished to avoid the dubious meaning 
dytov would seem to give to the passage, as the reader might na¬ 
turally refer such an epithet to the Holy Spirit as an agent. 

I cannot but regard it as quite certain, that xara emu/xa ay/wffuv7j; 
here, is employed in a similar way with xara tragxa in the preceding 
phrase. There xara txa^xa shows in what respect , in regard to 
what Christ was the Son of David. Here xara xvtjjxa ay/wffyyjj; 
shows in what respect the apostle means to set forth Christ as the 
decreed Son of God roith power. Not that the mention of one 
leading particular in which his power was displayed, excludes the 
possession of other powers by him. So much only is meant, and so 
much is altogether true and striking, viz. that power in bestowing 
the cmD /acc ay/wffvwjs, i. e. y in causing the new moral creation, is one 
of the most conspicuous of all proofs that Jesus is indeed the de¬ 
creed Son of God , who was promised in ancient times, and predicted 
in the Holy Scriptures, by a declaration and an oath never to be 
forgotten. 

We shall see, in the sequel, more abundant reason for this inter¬ 
pretation. But we must first examine the meaning of ex dvasrdsiuj; 
vr/.guiv. This is another contested phrase. Many have rendered si; 
by. So Chrysostom; who deduces from our verse three proofs 
which were exhibited in order to show the divine nature of Christ; 
viz. (1) ’Ey dvvu/iei, i. e. y the wonderful miracles which Christ 
wrought. (2) The gift of the Holy Spirit, xara tfv&fia aywewr);. 
(3) The resurrection. The difficulty with the first and third par¬ 
ticulars of his reasoning, is, that in the same manner prophets, apo¬ 
stles, and others may be proved to be divine, for the Saviour says that 
his disciples will perform u greater works than lie,” after his ascent 
to the Father; and many others were raised from the dead as well as 
Jesus. As to the gift of the Spirit, that will be noticed in the sequel. 
There can indeed be no doubt, that ex (eg) is, so far as this preposi¬ 
tion merely is concerned, susceptible of such an interpretation. It 
is often used in the sense of propter, ex, and designates the causa oc¬ 
casionalis; e. g. y John iv. 6, ‘Jesus being wearied ex rrig odo-ogia;,’ so 
in Acts xxviii. 3. Rom. v. 16. Rev. viii. 13; or it designates the 
causa instrumentality 1 Cor. ix. 14. 2 Cor. vii. 9. Rev. iii. 18. But, 
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on the other hand,, that ix signifies after , since, in respect to time, is 
equally clear and certain; e. g. y ix xoiXiag /uqrgoe, FROM the time of 
one's birth; Matt* xix. 20, ex rtorqroe, FROM early youth ; Luke viii. 
27, ex ^6vuv ixav&v, a long time SINCE; xxiii. 8, John vi. 64, vi. 66, 
ix. 1, 32. Acts ix. 33. xv. 21. xxiv. 10. Rev. xvii. 11, e'x tu>v erxd 
after the seven; 2 Peter iL 8.; comp. Sept, in Gen. xxxix. 10. 
Lev. xxv. 50. Deut. xv. 20.—So in the classics ; Arrian Exped. 
Alex. I. 26. 3. ix vqtojv after vehement south winds . III. 

15. 13. V. 25. 3. Hist. Ind. 33. 5. ix rosoovde xaxwv. AFTER so many 
evils r Xenoph. Res Gnecae, VI. e£ after No doubt 

can be left, then, that e§ dvacrdceaK vexgdv may be rendered, AFTER 
the resurrection from the dead , or since his resurrection , etc. So 
Luther, SINT der Zeit er auferstanden ist , since the time when he 
arose . 

*A wardviojs vexasuv, moreover, is one of those combinations of the 
Gen. case with a preceding noun which express great latitude of 
construction, Here it is equivalent to dvaffrdaeux; ix vexguv. Both 
phrases, viz. dvderrouns vzxgaiv and dvdcractg ix vixgojv, are used by 
the New Testament writers; e. g., the first, in Matt. xxii. 31. 
Acts xvii. 32. xxiv. 21. xxvi. 23; and Paul limits himself to this 
same phraseology, e. g ., 1 Cor. xv. 12, 13, 21, 42. Heb. vi. 2 ; the 
second, in Luke xx. 35, Acts iv. 2. I can perceive no difference 
whatever in their meaning. In regard to the latitude in which the 
Genitive is employed, in order to designate relations which might 
otherwise be expressed by a preposition, see § 99 of my New Tes¬ 
tament Grammar. 

The way is perfectly clear, then, to translate AFTER his resurrec¬ 
tion from the dead , so far as philology is concerned. Does the 
nature of the case admit or demand this ? It seems to my mind that 
it does. The manner in which the outpouring of the Spirit is spoken 
of, as connected with or following the resurrection and consequent 
glorification of Christ, appears to render this altogether probable, if 
not certain. Jesus, in promising a copious effusion of the Spirit, says, 
that u out of the belly [of believers] shall flow rivers of living wa¬ 
ters,” John viL 38. The evangelist immediately adds, that i( he spake 
this of the Spirit, which they that believe on him should receive, for 
the Holy Ghost was not yet given , BECAUSE Jesus WAS NOT YET 
glorified” In entire accordance with this are the representations 
of the Saviour, in* his last conference with his disciples; “ If I go 
not away, the Comforter will not come unto you,” John xvi. 7. This 
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Comforter was to come after the departure of Jesus; he was then to 
abide with the disciples (John xiv. 16) ; to teach them all things 
(John xiv. 26); to guide them into all the truth (xvi. 13); to tes¬ 
tify of him (xv. 26); and to convince the world of sin, of righteous¬ 
ness, and of judgment (xvi. 8—-11). So on the great day of Pen¬ 
tecost (which the apostle would seem to have had in his eye when 
he wrote our text), Peter says, that the notable outpouring of the 
Spirit then experienced, was a fulfilment of the prophecy in Joel 
respecting this event; Acts ii. 14—21. Is. xliv. 3, refers to the like 
event. In looking at Acts i. 8, it would seem as if the very thing 
in our text is specifically designated by the words of Christ to his 
apostles ; bvva/xtv errtX^cvrog rou uyiov <rv£v/xccTog If u/xaf. Here 

the dCva/ng which Christ is to bestow by the sending of the Spirit, 
is expressly designated; and, as the sequel of the narration shows, 
it means an extraordinary and hitherto unknown effusion of the 
Spirit. All the subsequent history of the churches illustrates this. 
All the extraordinary revivals of religion that followed, were in con¬ 
sequence of the extraordinary outpouring of the Spirit which ensued 
upon the resurrection and glorification of the Saviour. 

The conclusion which I deduce from the whole is, that rou 
Sst/ros v/ou .... vixfiv means, that ‘Christ was the Son of God, 
agreeably to the decree in the Holy Scriptures, i. e . (in Psalm ii. 7); 
and Son of God endowed with power, which he displayed by sending 
the Spirit in an extraordinary and glorious manner after his resur¬ 
rection and consequent exaltation,’ In this simple way, supported 
by the testimony of the Scriptures as to facts, and its as us loquendi 
as to meaning, would I explain this endlessly controverted verse, 
respecting which scarcely any two commentators of note wholly 
agree, and iu regard to which, I am now persuaded, that I was in 
some respects mistaken in the first edition of this commentary. The 
ground of ray mistake was, looking to a distance too great for ex¬ 
planatory facts and principles, when they lay near at hand. 

That the sense now given is far more noble and pregnant with 
meaning, than the simple declaration that Christ was shown to be the 
Son of God by his resurrection from the dead, can scarcely fail of be¬ 
ing felt by every reader. As now explained, the declaration of the apo¬ 
stle respects one of the highest, most striking, and most glorious of all 
the proofs that Christ was the true son of God. It means no less 
than to assert, that he was and is the author of the new creation , of the 
making of all things new , by the peculiar dispensation of his Spirit 
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after his glorification. That glorification was plainly commenced by 
his resurrection. Paul in his address in the synagogue at Antioch in 
Pisidia (Acts xiii.) explains the resurrection, indeed, as in part a ful¬ 
filment of the prediction in the second Psalm respecting the elevation 
of Jesus as the Son of God. And so it truly was ; inasmuch as it 
was the commencement of his glorification. But the interpretation 
given above abates nothing from this. It is built on the very sup¬ 
position, that his resurreetion must precede the special fliW/x,/; which 
he exercised, in pouring out the Spirit in an extraordinary manner so 
as to establish his new spiritual kingdom. In a word, as God at 
the beginning manifested his power and Godhead by creating the 
world from nothing, so the Son of God exhibited his all-glorious 
character in the new creation effected by the Spirit of holiness, dis¬ 
pensed by him in so peculiar a manner after his glorification. 
This is the highest evidence we can have of his being indeed the de¬ 
creed Son of God , and Saviour of Sinners. The whole expression, 
t'Z opG^'ivro; u/ou .... ve/.swv, serves to distinguish what Jesus mani¬ 
fested himself to be after his resurrection, in distinction from the 
development he made of himself before this period. Before the 
resurrection u he was anointed with the Holy Ghost and with 
power” (Acts x. 38); but “ the Holy Ghost was not yet given [i. e., 
bestowed on men], because Jesus was not yet glorified” (John vii. 
38). It is in reference to the manifestation of what Jesus was en¬ 
dowed with, and in reference to the decree which respected his 
spiritual kingdom and reign (Ps. ii.), that the apostle speaks in our 
text. 

With this view' of the subject, I cannot (with some expositors) 
regard xard <fdgxa and xard 'TvevfMa ayiwauvrig as designedly antithetic 
expressions. This indeed they cannot strictly be; inasmuch as 
both respect the same person. Nor can I now any longer regard 
them as a designed contradistinction; for to make out this, we 
must suppose that the one relates to his human person, and the 
other to his divine . It is indeed true, as I formerly maintained, 
that the higher and glorified nature of Christ (not simply his divine 
nature), is several times called (but not cmD/x ,a dyiov nor 

rrvfZ/Ma ay/wffiv7j$). The reader may find instances of this nature in 
2 Cor. hi. 17, 18. Ileb. ix. 14. 1 Cor. xv. 45. 1 Pet. iii. 18, and 
perhaps in 1 Tim. iii. 1G. It is also true, that “ decreed Son of 
God possessed of power in his glorified state,” would be a sense 
altogether accordant with fact and with the analogy of the Scrip- 
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tures. But the interpretation given above now seems to me, after 
much consideration, to be better supported by the context and the 
intention of the writer; who designs to exhibit Christ as predicted 
in the Holy Scriptures, first as ‘ the Son of David in respect to his 
human nature/ and then as * the decreed Son of God in respect 
to tire manifestations of his spiritual power in the new creation.’ 
Consequently, if this view be correct, we must understand xara 
ffagza as explaining roZ yevfi'Uzvov, by showing in what respect Christ 
was descended from David; and xara <rv&Zjj,a ayi'jja-jvr,; as explaining 
in what respect the bwa/xig of the decreed Son was peculiarly exer¬ 
cised so as to afford satisfactory evidence of his character and 
dignity. Not antithesis, then, nor even contra-distinction , is intend¬ 
ed between y,urd guoxol and xard * veu/za dyi^aiivr^y but simply the like 
construction is repeated in order to show a reference of the like 
nature in the two cases, Glocklcr, in his recent, original, and in 
many respects striking Commentary on the Romans, understands 
dyiuGvvrjc in the same way as I have done, but he has missed 
the scriptural reference to Old Testament prophecy which is contained 
in roZ ognft'zvro; uioZ. He has therefore applied iv hwafiu to itnftsvro;, 
in the old way, and construes the xard cmD/za dytuauvr,; as proving 
the Godhead of Christ. Consequentially , I should readily admit 

this; for who that is not divine , can dispense the Holy Spirit ? 
But the object of the apostle here is not directly to prove the divine 
nature of Christ, but to show that lie is the decreed and predicted 
Son of God, whom the Holy Scriptures had taught the Jews to 
expect. 

The phrase vtoZ SfoD, which stands connected with all the predi¬ 
cates that have now been explained, is one of high and holy import. 
If I rightly understand the meaning of it, it designates the Messiah , 
the King of Israel , the Lord of all , in the passage before us. Such 
was Christ constituted, after his resurrection from the dead, when 
he ascended to take his place at the right hand of the Majesty on 
high, was made r.Xrj^ovo/xog vdvroov, and copiously poured out the Spirit 
of holiness. But as this phrase is of such great importance, and re¬ 
quires to be copiously discussed, I must refer the reader to Excursus 
I. where he will find the discussion. 

The apostle having thus given his views respecting the dignity of 
Christ, he now resunies the theme mentioned at the beginning of 
ver. 3, viz. roD vlov avroZ, by adding the other usual appellatives of 
honour and office given to the Son: which are, Tt?<toD XgioroZ xj . 
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clou nfiuv. Kug/o f is a word of deep interest to Christians. Applied 
to Christ, it properly denotes him as supremo Ruler or Lord\ specially 
of his church. Matthew and Mark do not apply this title absolutely 
to Christ, except after his resurrection, Matt, xxviii. 6 . Mark xvi. 
19, 20. But Luke, John, and Paul, apply it to him everywhere and 
often. With Paul the application seems to be in a manner exclusive. 
God the Father, or God absolutely considered, is named xupog about 
thirty times, in the Old Testament passages which Paul cites ; but 
elsewhere, with the exception of some four or five instances, Paul 
gives to Christ exclusively the title of xveiog or 6 xvgtog in more than 
two hundred and fifteen instances; see Bibl. Repos. I. 783, seq. The 
article makes no difference in the meaning, inasmuch as the word is 
a kind of proper name by usage, is employed in like manner as one, 
and may therefore take or omit the article at the pleasure of the 
writer. See the Essay on the meaning of the word xug/os, in the 
Bibl. llcpos. as above, where the subject is examined at length. 

(5) a/ oft ... . iiftooTo'hriv, by whom we have received grace and 
the office of an apostle. Chrysostom, Grotius, and others inter¬ 
pret this as though it meant rr,g d^rceroXrjgy the favour or privi¬ 

lege of an apostolic office; i. e ., they construe the last words as a 
hendiadys. Augustine says: u Gratiam cum omnibus fidelibus 
accepit— apostolalum , non cum omnibus.’’ I prefer to separate the 
meaning of the words. As to I consider it as having refer¬ 

ence to the peculiar grace bestowed on Paul, who had been a per¬ 
secutor; comp. 1 Cor, xv. 9, 10. Gal. i. 13—16. 1 Tim. i. 12—16, 
which seem to make this clear. As to dco<rro?.^, comp. Acts ix. 15. 
xiii. 2. xxii. 21 ; also the passages just cited above. 

E/’s hnaxonv niffreug, on account of the obedience of faith . VJg f 
followed by an Acc., in almost innumerable instances designates 
the object or end for which any thing is, or is done. The idea 
here is, that the office of an apostle had been given to Paul, ‘in 
order that (e/ 5 ) he should further or promote obedience to the 
faith,’ i. e ., to the gospel; or (as we should here construe irtonug) 
the obedience of faith , viz. that which springs from subjective or in¬ 
ternal faith. I prefer this latter sense, as being on the whole the 
most energetic. It seems to me probable, that the apostle meant 
to designate the obedience of faith as contra-distinguished from legal 
obedience. 

’e» Traei ro/'g &n<n, among all nations ; iv among, a common sense 
of the word, see Bretehn. Lex. kv. "E9ve<r/ may be rendered Geiv- 
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tiles here, inasmuch as Paul was “ the apostle of the Gentiles 
but the expression seems to be more general. He seems to say, 
that he received the office of an apostle, in order that the gospel 
might be preached to all nations, to Gentiles as well as to Jews. 

*T me roD ovo/xaro; airov, for his name's sake , which means on his 
account. But.with what is this to be joined? Does the apostle 
mean to say, that he had received ydyv y.al d-ocro/jv on his 
[Christ’s] account; or does he join the latter expression with tig 
vva-/.or,v C7 Icrtco;, and thus designate the following sentiment, viz. 
that 1 obedience springing from Christian faith may be promoted 
among all nations, so that Christ may be glorified?* In this latter 
way I should prefer to interpret it; and so Tholuck has done in 
his Commentary, as also Castalio and others. 

(6) ’B» oT; hrt y.al l/Mt?;, among which [nations are ye Ro¬ 
mans]. The writer means to say; c Among those nations are ye ? 
who have been won over to obey the Christian faith.’ So the 
sequel: yJkr^oi ’lr,coZ XpigtoZ, the called of Jesus Christ , i. e., the 
called who belong to Christ. K Xr,r6; (see on-the word under ver. 
1) means, by the usage of Paul, not only those to whom the ex¬ 
ternal call of the gospel has been addressed, but those who have 
also been internally called ; in other words, it designates effectual 
calling. My reason for supposing I. XycroZ here to be a genitive 
which designates belonging to , rather than a Genitivus agentis (in 
which case it would signify of or by Christ) t is, that the usual 
idiom ascribes the calling of sinners to Christ, as effected by the 
agency of the Father, or of the Holy Spirit. K’krpoi I. XycroZ, 
according to the interpretation now given, would mean i Christians 
effectually called.’ So Tholuck, Reiche, and others. 

(7) TLuai .... SeoD, to all who are at Rome , beloved of God; 
i. e. } to all these Xsyu, y%d $«, I say what follows in the sequel, viz. 
Xdpig Zfb7v t &c. I am inclined to think, that in saying ev 'Putpi j, the 
apostle meant to include not only the Christians who habitually 
dwelt there, but also Christians from abroad, more or less of whom 
must have frequented that great city. Such was the concourse of 
Greeks there in Juvenal’s time, that he calls it Grcncam urbem . 
Christian foreigners who were in the city, no doubt would attend 
worship with the church which belonged there ; so that the apostle 
might well address the whole body of those who joined in Chris¬ 
tian worship. Still the language, crac’Pw^, does not make 
this supposition certain. 
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' Ayavnjro/g ^soD beloved of God; an appellation often bestowed 
on the ancient people of God, or at least implied by vvliat is said 
concerning them, and which Paul here applies to Christians, the 
true Israel of God. They are the objects of God’s love, because they 
are his children by a new and spiritual birth, because they bear his 
image, and also because they possess a filial and obedient spirit. 

KA^rofs dylotg , chosen saints , or saints effectually called . So 
most editions and commentaries unite these words, making xXriroTc 
an adjective qualifying dytotg' and so I have translated them. This 
may be correct, inasmuch as the apostle had just before called 
them xXtjtoI i. Xg/tfroO. If this union of the two words was intended 
by him, they mean as much as tosay, called or chosen to be holy 
or to be consecrated to God, to be devoted to him . In the mean time? 
it is evident that the words may be pointed thus, xXriroTg, ayioig, to 
those who are called , who are devoted to Christ. The sense is sub¬ 
stantially the same, whichever way we choose to interpret tpe words. 

As to the appellations uyavyroTg beou, xXqroTg ciytoig, the reader 
may compare the terms of honour and affection given to God’s an¬ 
cient people, in Exod. xix. 6. Deut. xxxiii. 3. xxxii. 19; with these 
compare also 1 Pet. ii. 9. 1 Tim. iii. 15. Phil. ii. 15. 1 John iii, 1, 
2, 10. v. 1. given to Christians in the New Testament. 

Xag/5 u/x/V, se. ttfra i, may grace be imparted to you ! Xueig I un¬ 
derstand as meaning every Christian grace and virtue, which the 
Spirit of God imparts to the followers of Christ; divine favour in 
the most extensive sense, but specially in the sense of spiritual bless¬ 
ings. —E/gjjwj, like the Heb enfe means happiness of every kind, 
peace with God and man, and so a state of quiet and happiness. 
The same word (D^) is used, down to the present hour, among the 
oriental nations who speak the Shemitish languages, as an appro¬ 
priate expression in their formulas of greeting or in expressing their 
good wishes. 

nargbg yfLuv, i. e ., the Father of all Christians, of you and me. 
So Christ has taught his disciples when they approach God in 
prayer, to say nang rj^uv. —Kug/ou, see under ver. 4. One would na¬ 
turally expect the article here, before the monadic nouns and 
xuolov. But nothings more common than to omit it before such nouns, 
when frequently employed, and where there is no danger of mistake. 
See N. Test. Gramm. § 89, 2. a. b . More common is it to employ 
the article before an epexegetical appellative in apposition, like vargbg 
71 /j.uv in the present case. But even here the practice is not uni- 

D 
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form; and moreover the article before rrargCg in the present case might 
be dispensed with also, on the ground that ijaZf sufficiently marks 
its definitive nature; N. Test. Gramm. § 89. 6, comp. p. 3. 

It should be remarked here, that in this prayer or wish Paul seems 
to take it for granted, that the blessings for which he asks, come as 
really and truly (not to say as much) from the Lord Jesus Christ as 
from God our Father. To the one then he addresses his prayer, as 
well as to the other. 

The reader, in looking back on what he has now read, wi-ll -find 
the whole paragraph exceedingly characteristic of the manner in 
which Paul often writes. With regard to the parenthetic explana¬ 
tions or remarks in ver. 3, 4, (see the remarks on the course of 
thought in these verses, under ver. 3), we have seen that they were 
occasioned by the association of ideas in the writer’s mind, which 
were connected with the mention of roZ uloZ alroZ. So in respect to 
ver. 5. and 6 again; they were evidently suggested to the mind by 
roZ y.’jptou Ti/xuv, in ver. 4. Having expressed the thoughts which 

y. vfiou thus spontaneously suggested, the writer again resumes the 
direct address or salutation which he was making : craov roT; o vw 

z. r. X. The words necessarily connected in the paragraph stand thus: 

rrsfi toZ uioZ avroZ .... \t,goZ roy xupov r /l <i2>v .... rrausi roTg 

cZffiv h 'Pw/xjj x. 7. X. ; so that the whole seven verses make but one 
sentence, which is grammatically connected together. In this are 
three parentheses, if we count o ^•jTJjyys/Xaro o/a tujv ‘ZPo2r l ru)v ayroy 
ev y^etpettg ayiatg as one; which we may do. This is an unusual num¬ 
ber, even for Paul, in one sentence. Yet the characteristic of style 
developed by it is often to be seen, more or less, in the works of this 
distinguished apostle. 

(8) The apostle now proceeds to the expression of his kind feel¬ 
ings and wishes toward the Church at Rome, in order to prepare the 
way, as it was natural for him to do, to be the more kindly listened 
to by them. TIpu-ov in the first place , first of all , viz. before I 
speak of other things. It does not here mean first in point of import¬ 
ance, but first in order of time. —Bretschneider (Lex.) considers 
as here placed absolutely , t. e. 7 without its usual corresponding 6e; for 
he says : (l No dsvrepov follows,” i. e ., no additional clause connected 
with 6s. But in this I think he is mistaken. For the apostle, after 
two paragraphs in his usual manner, which begin with ya§ (illustra¬ 
ting and confirming first what he had said in ver. 8, and then what he 
had said in ver. 10), proceeds to the dtvrtgov of his declarations in 
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ver. 13, viz. ofc SeAw de bfidg x. r. A. That is, first the apostle thanks 
God for their faith, &c.; and secondly , he is desirous to tell them how 
much he has longed to pay them a visit, &c. Reiche denies that fev in 
ver 8 and Ss in ver. 13. can stand in relation to each other. But in 
this he is not supported by the principles of philology. Miv and hi 
stand not only at the head of antithetic and discrepant clauses, but 
also before those which express a difference of one thought from 
another, and so in the room of our first , secondly , &c. See Passow’s 
Lex. 

T& /xou, my God; the Christian religion which teaches us to 
say rung ^/x&)v, allows us to say /xou.—A/a 'lr\<soZ Xgierou, per Chris¬ 

tum , au.vilio Chrisli , interventu Christie i. e ., through, by, or in conse¬ 
quence of, what Christ has done or effected ; in other words, Christo 
adjuvante , Deo gratios ago respectu vestrum omnium , ut fides ves- 
tniy §c. The meaning seems to be, that as a Christian, as one on 
whom Christ has had mercy, and who has now a Christian sym¬ 
pathy for others beloved of Christ, he thanks God for the pros¬ 
perous state of the Church at Rome. Aid I. Xgiarou may also be 
joined with jj,ov, and the sense be thus given : ‘I thank God> 
who is my God through what Jesus Christ has done for me; to 
him I belong as one of his, through the intervention of Christ.’ So 
Glbckler. Barnes construes S/a I. Xgierov as pointing out the me¬ 
dium through which the thanks of the apostle were offered. This 
is altogether consonant with the Christian economy ; but it docs 
not seem to me to be the most natural sense of the passage. 

*T rsg rdvrcov u/x£/v # on account of you all; not for you in this sense, 
viz. in your room or stead,— TV eng bfiuv, your Christian belief your 
faith in the gospel, — rfi x&V/x^, i. e ., through the Roman empire. 
K QGfAog and oizovfevi j arc frequently used in a limited sense, like the 

ft? and Snn of the Hebrews, Nothing is more natural than to 
suppose, that the faith of the Church at Rome might have been 
widely known or reported, in consequence of that great city being 
frequented by strangers from all parts of the empire. 

(9) Mdgrug ydg .... Seo's, for God is my witness . explican- 

tis ct confirmantis; i. e. 9 the apostle unfolds and confirms, in the 
following sentence, the evidence of his strong sympathies with them^ 
and of his gratitude to God on their account. The reason why 
he here makes the appeal to God seems to be, that, as he was 
a stranger in person to the Church at Rome, they might otherwise 
think his expressions to be merely those of common civility. 
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T n/ Xar^suw .... aurou, whom I serve in my soul (sincerely) in the 
gospel of his Son. ’Ev ri cr vsviloltI (lou I understand as designating 
sincerity , i. e. } real , internal , spiritual devotedness , in distinction 
from what is merely external or apparent. The apostle means 
to say, that he was sincerely and really devoted to the cause which 
he professed to love and to promote: comp. Phil. iii. 3. 2 Tim.i. 3. 
Eph. vi. 6. Rom. ii. 28, 29. 

’Ev ruJ iucLyytX'tw rou u/ou aurou may mean, by the preaching of the 
gospel which has respect to his Son; more probably it means, in the 
gospel which has respect to his Son , comp. ver. 2; or it may mean 
die gospel of which his Son is the author , and which he taught me. 
See, on the various meanings of the Gen. case, New Testament 
Grammar § 99. That fo r<p suayyiX does not here refer to the 
preaching of the gospel, but to living spiritually according to its 
precepts, seems rather more probable because of the ev rw erveu/xar/'/xou 
which precedes, and which seems to define the kind of service ren¬ 
dered by the apostle. However, the other sense is allowable, al¬ 
though Peicheis strenuous against it.—'ilc abict^ehru; .... co/ou/aic/, 
how unceasingly I make remembrance of you . This shows the 
intense zeal which the apostle cherished for the welfare of the 
Christian Churches; for if he thus constantly interceded with God 
for the Church at Rome, which he had never visited, we cannot 
suppose that he forgot other churches which he had been the instru¬ 
ment of establishing. How different a phase would the Christian 
Church speedily assume, if all its ministers were now actuated with 
the same degree of zeal which Paul exhibited! Ucjiod/nat, I make to 
myself Mi (Id. voice. 

(10) n« vrore .... bsojuevog, always making supplication in my 
2?7'ayers ; which is confirming what he had said before, ahia>Mrrruig 
(Lvuav 'j/tojv KoiovfMcu, and at the same time pointing out the manner in 
which he made this juvzi av, viz., in his supplications before God. 

’ rwv /aou means, literally, during my prayers , or when 

I pray. Glocklcr; 1 In* addition to my other prayers, I also ask 
this,’ &c.; which is unnecessary. 

E/Vwg * , . . u/xa$, [that] if possible , at some time before long , 1 
may (God willing) make a prosperous journey , and come to pay 
you a visit. E/Vwj expresses a degree of uncertainty which hung 
over the future, in the writer’s own mind, t. e it means perhaps , if 
possible , if in some way , if by any means. followed by the 

Future, means mox, brevi y by and by , soon , before long. Uori ali- 
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quando, tandem, at last, at some time, at some future period; (ttoYe, 
with the accent on the penult, means when.) Both the words rfa 
and * ore, have often nearly the same meaning when connected with 
a future tense. They may be here rendered thus: yd? j, mox, be¬ 
fore long; Tore, at least , at some time, or at some future period; so 
in the version, where I have given to each word its own particu¬ 
lar and appropriate meaning, merely reversing the order, because 
of our English idiom. 

EvoSaftqife/j'ai means, to make a pleasant or prosperous journey. 
A journey to Rome, which the apostle so ardently longed to visit, 
would in itself of course have been a pleasant one.— # Er rw T 

SeoD, i. e., Deo volente . Grotius renders the passage very happily: 
Si forte Dei voluntas felicitatem mihi indulgeat ad vos veniendi. 

(11) in this verse, precedes a sentence designed to illustrate 
and confirm the declaration which Paul had just made, viz., that 
he felt a deep interest for the Church at Rome, and hoped yet to 
enjoy the pleasure of visiting them .—*lva n ... . vveufiarixov, that I 
may impart to you some spiritual favour or gift. Bengcl, Miehaelis, 
and others, interpret •xApafia rrvil womxov, as meaning, miraculous 
gift, such as the apostles sometimes imparted by the imposition 
of hands. Augustine understands by the same words, the love of 
one's neighbour , supposing that the Jewish Christians at Rome were 
deficient in this virtue. But in ver. 12, the apostle expresses his ex¬ 
pectation of receiving on his part abenefit like to that which he bestows 
on them; so that both of these methods of explanation seem to be 
fairly out of question. What he expected from them, was <Ju;j,Tugu- 

x\r$7)vai .3/a T7}( iv aWr)\oig KlaTswi' consequently this was 

what he expected-to do for them, viz., to encourage, animate, and 
strengthen them in their Christian profession and virtues. He 
speaks of a spiritual gift, as characteristic of the graces of the gos¬ 
pel, of which the Spirit is the efficient author, and as differing from 
common gifts of a worldly nature, often bestowed by friends who 
pay visits to each other. 

So the latter part of our verse: tig rb l/iag, that you 

may be confirmed, viz., in the manner stated above. Nor docs it 
follow, that the apostle viewed the Church at Rome as weak in faith, 
because he says this; unless we say that he was himself weak in 
faith, because he expects the like advantage of confirmation from 
his intercourse with them. Faith that is already strong, and 
Christian virtue that is conspicuous, are capable of becoming still 
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more so; and therefore expressions of this nature are never applied 
amiss, even to Christians of the highest order. The apostle “ did not 
ns yet count himself to have attained” all that elevation of Chris¬ 
tian character of which he was capable, and which it was his duty 
to attain; Phil. iii. 13, seq. 

(12) T ouro be sort, that is , id est , prefixed to an epexegesis , or an 
ena(correction ) as the Greeks named explanatory clauses 
of such a nature as that which now follows. The apostle, lest the 
meaning of the preceding declaration might be misconstrued, adds 
(in ver. 12) the more full expression of his sentiment. He does not 
mean to assert, that the consequence of his visiting Rome would be 
merely their confirmation in the Christian faith, and so the advan¬ 
tage be all on their side; but he expects himself to be spiritually 
benefited by such a visit; and this he fully expresses in ver. 12. 
The remark of Calvin on this passage is very striking and just; 
u See with what gentleness a pious soul will demean itself! It 
refuses not to seek confirmation even from mere beginners in know¬ 
ledge. Nor does the apostle use any dissimulation here; for there 
is none so poor in the Church of Christ, that he cannot make some 
addition of importance to our stores. We, unhappily, are hindered 
by pride from availing ourselves properly of such an advantage.^ 
How very different is the spirit and tenor of this remark from that 
of Erasmus, who calls the expression of the apostle, pia vafrities et 
sancta adulatio! 

2u/icra^axX7j^^va/ .... efiov, to be comforted among you by the 
mutual faith both of you and me. nagaxXjjSSjva/, in Attic Greek, 
means to call, to invite , to exhort . But in Hellenistic Greek, it not 
only means to exhort , but specially to address one in such a way as 
to administer comfort, encouragement, hope, resolution, &c. I 
have rendered the word comfort , only because I cannot find any 
English word which will convey the full sense of the original.— 
’Ev, among; and so, oftentimes; see the lexicons. —’Ev aXXjjXo/j, 
placed between the article and its noun, is of course employed in 
the manner of an adjective , i. e it means mutual. —*t>£v re xai 
seems to be a repetition of the idea conveyed by ev dXX7}\oig. r lhis 
repetition is intensive, and denotes the strong desire which the 
apostle entertained, to be understood by the Church at Rome as 
saying, that he expected good from them y as well as hoped that they 
might receive good from him. 

(13) The apostle had already signified his desire to visit Rome, 
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vers. 10, 11. But here he proceeds to show how definitely and fre¬ 
quently he had cherished such a desire ; which gives intensity to 
the whole representation. 

Ou StXw . . . . vfLag t moreover , I am desirous , brethren , to have 
you know , that I have often purposed to come to you . Ae in this pas¬ 
sage I regard as corresponding to fAtv in ver. 8, and so making the 
rh dtvrtgov or apodosis of the apostle’s discourse ; see the note on ver. 
8. Ou SeXw b/Aug aynuv is the same in sense as SlXeu b/Aag yivuxfxeiv; 
but the first form of expression (in a negative way), is what the 
Greeks call Xiroryg, i. e. y a softer or milder form of expression than 
direct affirmation. 

TlcKKaxig I have often purposed; comp. Acts xix. 21. 

Rom. xv. 23, 24. How often the apostle had purposed this, we 
have no means of ascertaining. But one thing is clear from this 
and many other like passages, viz., that the apostles were not uni¬ 
formly and always guided in all their thoughts, desires, and pur¬ 
poses, by an infallible Spirit of inspiration. Had this been the 
case, how could Paul have often purposed that which never came 
to pass ? Those who plead for such a uniform inspiration, may 
seem to Le zealous for the honour of the apostles and founders of 
Christianity ; but they do in fact cherish a mistaken zeal. For if 
we once admit, that the apostles were uniformly inspired in all 
which they purposed, said, or did; then we are constrained of 
course to admit, that men acting under the influence of inspiration, 
may purpose that which will never come to pass or be done ; may 
say that which is hasty or incorrect, Acts xxiii. 3; or do that 
which the gospel disapproves, Gal. ii. 13, 14. But if this be once 
fully admitted, then it would make nothing for the credit due to 
any man, to affirm that he is inspired; for what is that inspiration 
to be accounted of, which, even during its continuance, docs not 
guard the subject of it from mistake or error? Consequently those 
who maintain the uniform inspiration of the apostles, and yet ad¬ 
mit (as they are compelled to do) their errors in purpose, word, and 
action, do in effect obscure the glory of inspiration, by reducing in¬ 
spired and uninspired men to the same level. 

To my own mind nothing appears more certain than that inspira¬ 
tion in any respect whatever, was not abiding and uniform with the 
apostles or any of the primitive Christians. To God’s only and 
well-beloved Son, and to him only, was it given to have the Spirit 
afiir^ug or ou ix fLtT^ov, John iii. 34. All others on whom was be- 
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stowed the precious gilt of inspiration, enjoyed it only U /mstpov. 
The consequence of this was, that Jesus “knew no sin, neither 
was guile found in his mouth but all his followers, whenever they 
were left without the special and miraculous guidance of the Spirit, 
committed more or less of sin and error. 

This view of the subject frees it from many and most formidable 
difficulties. It assigns to the Saviour the pre-eminence which is 
justly due. It accounts for the mistakes and errors of his apostles. 
At the same time, it does not detract in the least degree from the 
certainty and validity of the sayings and doings of the apostles, 
when they were under the special influence of the Spirit of God. 

Kai exwXiIftjjv . . . SsDso, but have been hindered until now .—K at al¬ 
though or but; Bretschn. Lex. xa/, III. “ ex Hebraismo, xa / set par- 
ticula adversativa, sed } vero y at ; y of which he gives many exam¬ 
ples. The well-known power of ) to stand before a disjunctive clause, 
throws light on this usage; which is very unfrequent in classic Greek. 
It cannot be truly said, in cases of this nature, that xa/ (or 1) properly 
signifies but ; yet it may be truly said, that xa} (?.) connects sen¬ 
tences, or clauses of sentences, whose meaning is adversative or dis¬ 
junctive !. The conjunctive office consists in connecting the sen¬ 
tences, or part3 of them ; the disjunctive sense lies in the nature of 
the propositions. We may lawfully translate ad sensum , in such 
cases, and so render xa/ (]) but , although. 

"Ira .... iOkgiv, that I may have some fruit even among you } as 
also among other Gentiles; i . e., that I might see my labours to 
promote the gospel crowned with success even at Home, the capi¬ 
tal of the world, as well as in all other places where I have preach¬ 
ed. Comp. John xv. 16, iv. 36—38. Phil. i. 11. Col. i. 6. 

(14) "EXX?jo/ re ... . e/ju,/' I am indebted both to Greeks and 
Barbarians , to the learned and the ignorant ; i e., jfiiXsrjjj t//ii svayys- 
\i£e<&ai, I am under obligation to preach the gospel; comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 16. 2 Cor. ii. 6. iv. 5. In classic usage, (3dgl3apoi means all who 
spoke a language foreign to the Greek; 1 Cor. xiv. 11. Acts xxviii. 
2, 4. Of course, the Homans themselves, by this usage, would be 
named fidgfiagor and so Philo constantly names them; and Plautus 
himself calls the Latin language barbara lingua y and Italy barbaria . 
But here the question with the apostle seems not to be in respect 
to language, but only in regard to circumstances and state of 
knowledge. p EXX»j<r/, therefore, appears to be equivalent to <ropofo 
and fiagfidgois to dvorjroig. Considered in this way, ff EXXjj<r/ xa/ )3a^/3a. 
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gotc mean the polished or unpolished, or the learned and ignorant, 
or (to use the idiom of the present day) i the civilized and the 
savage.’ 

2opo?f ti xai avoT)TOi$ should be regarded here as characterizing the 
state of knowledge, rather than the state or measure of the facul¬ 
ties of men thus designated. Learned and unlearned is a version 
ad sensum. 

Still if any one choose to consider the two couplets here as designa¬ 
ting, the first those who spoke Greek and those who did not, the second 
the learned and the ignorant, be they of whatever nation they 
might be; and so the whole to be designed simply as expressing 
with force and by specific language the general idea of obligation 
to preach to all nations and classes of men without distinction, he 
will not wander far from the mark. This is the most simple and 
natural view of the subject. Glockler joins "E\\q<n re xat Baef3ugo/$ 
with the preceding e^v£<r/; invita Minerva. 

(15) Tholuck finds much difficulty in the ourwof the clause which 
follows; and after discussing it at some length, comes to the con¬ 
clusion, that the apostle has here u fallen out of his construction,” 
inasmuch as the nature of his sentence requires that should 

be placed before *'EX>oj< jv, in order to make out the comparison. 
But I do not feel this difficulty. Surely cvra or ov^rcog often stands 
alone, without a preceding xa^wg or wanef as any one may see by 
opening a lexicon or concordance. o£)rw is often employed in this 
way, in the sense of similiter, simili modo, eodem modo, in the like 
way> in such a way, in a similar manner, in the same manner . Thus 
in Matt. v. 16. vii. 17. xviii. 14. Mark xiii. 29. xiv. 59. Luke xiv. 
33, et saepe alibi. \^hat hinders now that we should understand it,* 
in the verse before us, in the same way ? i I am under obligation,’ 
says the apostle, 1 to preach the gospel [for eva'yyzXicaedat is implied 
in the first clause] to all classes of men.’ What then ? c So, i. e., 
circumstances being thus, I am ready (r& xaf e/xe <r^odu/jcov) to preach 
the gospel even to you who are at Rome.’ If the reader docs not 
think that the above references go so far as to give to ouVw the 
sense here assigned to it, viz., matters being thus or circumstances 
being thus, or I being in this condition, he may turn to John iv. 6, 
where it is said : “Jesus being weary on account of his journeying, 
ixaOifyro our cos rjj ftriyfi,” he sat down in this condition upon the 
well , viz., in a state of weariness. All the attempts that I have 
seen to give ovrwg any other sense, seem to be in vain. Compare 
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also Rev. iii. 16, “ I would thou wert either cold or hot ! Ourug, sof 
i. e. y the matter being thus, “ since thou art neither cold nor hot, I 
will spue thee out of my mouth.” In like manner in the text before 
us; ovtu, ( the matter being thus , viz., it being true that I am under 
obligation to preach to all classes of men, I am ready to preach at 
Rome;’ or, ‘since I am bound in my duty to preach to all, in ac¬ 
cordance with this (ourw) I am ready to preach the gospel at Rome. 
If xadJjg were placed before "EXXjjtr/, as Tholuck and others judge it 
should be, the sentiment would be thus : 6 In proportion to my 
obligation to preach to all men, is my readiness to preach at Rome;’ 
a sentiment which, although doubtless true, does not seem to me to 
be the one which the apostle means here to convey. It is more 
simple to understand him as saying: ‘ Since I am bound to preach 
to all, in accordance with this obligation I am ready to preach 
even at Rome (*«/ u/a?v), formidable and difficult as the task may 
seem to be.’ Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 16. In this view of olirw I find 
Reiche, in his recent work, fully to agree. 

Ti xa r !fit c^odtyxov, [lit. there is,] a readiness in respect to myself [ 
q , d.y I am ready. Or it may be interpreted in this way : ‘ There 
is a readiness so far as it respects me,’ namely, to the extent of my 
ability, so far as it depends on me; meaning to intimate, that the 
actual disposal of the matter is to be wholly committed to God. 
As to irgodv/Mov (an adjective of the neuter gender) being used for 
a noun, nothing is more common than for the Greeks to employ 
adjectives in this way. 

Kal vjtift has an emphasis in it, t. e., even to you , at Rome, the 
metropolis of the world. In other words: ‘I shun not to preach 
the gospel any where ; to the most learned and critical, as well as 
to the most unlearned and unskilled in judging.’ ’Ey, at; and so 
often times before nouns of place. 

(16) Ou yug ... . Xg/crrou, for I am not ashamed of the gospel of 
Christ; a reason or ground of his readiness to preach it, which he 
had just before asserted; and therefore it is introduced by yap. 
The apostle Paul gloried in the gospel; in fact, he gloried in 
nothing else. Although Christ crucified was “to the Jews a stum¬ 
bling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness,” he shunned not to 
preach it on this account, but was willing, even in presence of the 
learned and the sophists at Rome, to proclaim the truth as it is in 
Jesus. 

The reading rov X^/trrou, is marked by Knapp as wanting an ade- 
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qunte support, and is rejected by Mill, Bengel, Koppe, Griesbach, 
and Lachmann. In respect to the sense of the passage, it3 insertion 
or rejection will make no important difference. If retained toZ X^ictoZ 
must be construed as Genitivus objecti , i. e. f the gospel respecting 
Christ, or of which Christ is the object. 

Here ends the first or salutatory part of this epistle. The remain¬ 
der of verse 16 (with verses 17, 18) constitutes the leading subject 
or theme of the epistle; which the writer here as it were formally 
proposes, and which he in the sequel proceeds to confirm, illustrate, 
and fortify. 


CHAP. I. 16—18. 

These four verses contain four propositions, which lie at the basis of all that may be appro¬ 
priately called the gospel of Christ. (1) To gospel truth is imparted a divine energy, in saving 
the souls of men. (2) Those ouly can be saved by it, who believe it and put their confidence in 
it. (3) The pardon of sin, or the justification which God will bestow only on sinners who believe 
in Christ, is revealed from heaven, and proposed to all meu for their reception. (4) From the 
same source a revelation is made, that the unbelieving and ungodly will be the subject of divine 
indignation and punishment. The apostle does not proceed, formally and in order, to illustrate 
and establish these propositions separately and successively; but now one part of these respec¬ 
tive truths, and then another, comes into view as he proceeds, and the whole is fully developed 
by him in the course of the epistle. 

Avva/n/g ya^ .... r/muom,/or it is the power of God , unto the 
salvation of every one who believes; i. e ., it is the efficacious instru¬ 
ment, by which God promotes or accomplishes the salvation of all 
believers. Avm/xig SeoO means, that in and by it God exerts his power, 
that it is powerful through the energy which he imparts; and so it 
is called the power of God . The yag serves to introduce the reason 
why the apostle is not ashamed of the gospel. It is mighty through 
God e/’c <yurr\giav, to salvation, i. e. y to the accomplishment or attain¬ 
ment of salvation, E ig with the Accusative is, in a multitude of 
cases, used in the like manner .—Havri tu tthstiumti, Dativus com - 
modi: the gospel brings salvation to every believer, or it is the 
means of imparting it to him. 

'I ovfia'iw .... to the Jew first, and also to the Greek. In 

proclaiming the gospel, the primitive preachers of it, themselves 
being Jews , were directed first to proclaim the offers of mercy 
through a Saviour to the Jews, wherever they went, and then to 
the Gentiles; which was the order usually followed, and to which 
the clause before us seems to advert. That the -rgirov here merely 
relates to the order in which the gospel was proposed, and not to 
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any substantial preference of the Jew over the Greek, the sequel 
of this epistle most abundantly shows. So Chrysostom : ragsw; ion 
vgurov, i. e. y xgu/rov relates merely to order. 

(17) A/xa/o<^v >3 yag SygoS. Tag illustrantisj as lexicographers say. 
In the preceding verse the apostle has said, that the gospel is, 
through divine power accompanying it, an efficacious instrument of 
salvation rravrl ru> irurrev om, to every believer . On this last expression 
an emphasis is to be laid; inasmuch as the great object of Paul, in 
the epistle before us, is to show that salvation is gratuitously be¬ 
stowed on the believer in Christ, but never conferred in any case 
on the ground of merit. The design of verse 17 is to suggest, that 
faith or belief is the appointed means or conditio sine qua non of 
justification, i. e., of obtaining pardoning mercy from God; that the 
Old Testament Scriptures confirm this idea; and consequently, that 
salvation is granted to believers , and to them only; all which goes to 
illustrate and establish the affirmation in ver. 16. It is in this way 
that yat? connects the fine and delicate shades of thought and processes 
of reasoning, in the Greek language; a circumstance which has, un¬ 
happily for the criticism of the New Testament, been quite too much 
overlooked by the great body of interpreters. 

Antaioawri Seou is a phrase among the most important which the 
New Testament contains, and fundamental in the right interpretation 
of the epistle before us. To obtain a definite and precise dew of 
its meaning, we must betake ourselves; in the first place, to the verb 
5/xa/oV for from the meanings which this verb conveys, come nearly 
all the shades of meaning that belong to hnLauovbvri and so 

often employed (especially the former) in the writings of Paul. 

The Greek sense of the verb 5/xa/o'w differs, in one respect, from 
the corresponding Hebrew verb P??; for this (in Ival) means be 
just, to be innocent , to be upright , and also to justify one’’s self to be 
justified , thus having the sense of either a neuter , reflexive , or pas¬ 
sive verb. In the active voice, dixcuou in Greek has only an active 
sense, and it is used in pretty exact correspondence with the forms 
Pi? and P'lVH (Pel and Hiphil) of the Hebrews, i e. y it means to 
declare just, to pronounce just , to justify, i. e., to treat as just; con¬ 
sequently, as intimately connected with this, to pardon , to acquit 
from accusation , to free from the consequences of sin or transgression , 
to set free from a deserved penalty . This last class of meanings is 
the one in which Paul usually employs this word. As a locus classi- 
cus to vindicate this meaning, we may appeal to Rom. viii. 33, ‘ Who 
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shall accuse the elect of God? It is God 6 bixcuuv, who acquits 
them / viz. # of all accusation, or ( who liberates them from the penal 
consequences of transgression/ Exactly in the same way is it said, in 
Prov. xvii. 15, 1 He who jusii/ieth (P’™?) the wicked, and he that 
condemneth the just, even they both are an abomination to the Lord.’ 
So in Ex. xxiii. 7, i I will not justify (P'lVN the wicked.’ In 
the same manner Is. v. 23 speaks: * Who justify the wicked ('p 
1^*?) for a reward.’ In these and all such cases, the meaning of 
the word justify is altogether plain, viz. it signifies to acquit , to free 
from the penal consequences of guilt , to pronounce just , i. e., to ab¬ 
solve from punishment, it being directly the opposite of condemning 
or subjecting to the consequences of a penalty. 

In this sense Paul very often employs the verb; e. g. Rom. v. 
1, b/xouuQevreg, being freed from punishment , being acquitted, being 
pardoned .... ti^vriv tyofAtv nfog rhv 3gov. Rom. v. 9, bixaiaj^evreg, 
being acquitted , pardoned .... bi ctvrou a -ri rr\g bgyng* 

which salvation is the opposite of being subjected to punishment, 
or of not being justified. In Gal. ii. 16, 17, htxatouj is four times 
employed in the sense of absolved , acquitted , or treated as just, i. e.> 
freed from penalty and admitted to a state of reward. So Gal. iii. 
8, 11, 24. v. 4. Tit. iii. 7. In Romans iv. 5, rh btxcuovvra rot d 
is plainly susceptible of no other than the above interpretation ; 
for those who are ungodly, can never be made innocent in the strict 
and literal sense of this word; they can only be treated as innocent , 
i. e, y absolved from the condemnation of the law, pardoned, delivered, 
from the penalty threatened against sin. That the idea of pardon , 
or remission of the penalty threatened by the divine law , is the one 
substantially conveyed by bixuiow and bixcciocuvi), as generally em. 
ployed in the writings of Paul, is most evident from Romans iv. 6, 
7 ; where the blessedness of the man to whom the Lord imputes 
btxaioauvr), i. e. f whom he reckons, counts, treats as brxaiog y is thus 
described : i( Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven , and 
whose sins are covered; blessed is the man to whom the Lord im¬ 
putes not sin” i, e. y whom lie does not treat or punish as a sinner. 
This passage is a fundamental explanation of the whole subject, so 
far as the present class of meanings attached to bixaiou and dixaio6vv7) 
is concerned. 

In the same sense we have the word dtxaiow in Rom. iii. 24, 26, 
28, 38. iv. 2, et al. eoepe. So Acts xiii. 38, 39. Luke xviii. 14 
Comp. Sept, in Gen. xxxviii. 26. Job xxxiii. 32. Is. xliii. 26. 
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The way is now open for an easy and intelligible explanation of 
the nouns, which stand intimately and etymologically connected 
with the verb <3/xa/W These are three, viz. dizaio<rjvr, f 3/xa/w/xa, and 
dixaiusig, all employed occasionally in the very same sense, viz. that 
of justification , z. e., acquittal, pardon, freeing from condemnation, 
accepting and treating as righteous. All three of these nouns are 
employed occasionally by the Seventy in rendering the Hebrew 
word ; which I mention merely to show that the nsus loquend[ 

could employ all of them in the same sense ; e. g. 9 dr/.am-jvi j for 
EQPD; in Prov. xvi. 11. xvii. 23. Is. lxi. 8. Ezek. xviii. 17, 19, 
21, &c.; dizaiu/za for Ex. xxi. 1, 9, 31. xxiv. 3, et sfepissime; 

htxatuctg for Lev. xxiv. 22. 

In like manner all three of these nouns are employed in Paul’s 
epistles : c. g ., dixa/w/xa in the sense of pardon, justification , Rom. v. 
16, where it stands as the antithesis of xaraxg//xa’ 6/xa/W/j in Rom. 
iv. 25, where it plainly means justification; and so in Romans v. 18, 
where it is the antithesis of xarax^a. 

But the word d/xaiosvvr, is the usual one employed by Paul to 
designate gospel-justification, z. e., the pardoning of sin, and accepting 
and treating as righteous. So we find this word plainly employed 
in Rom. iii. 21, 22 (comp. ver. 24), 25, 26. iv. 11, 13. v. 17, 21. ix. 
30, 31. x. 3, 4, 5, 6, 10. 2 Cor. v. 21 (abstract for concrete). Phil, 
iii. 9. Ileb. xi. 7. ct alibi sa?pe. 

With these facts before us, we now return to our text. AixaiocCvr, 
%6ou seems very plainly to have the same meaning here that it has 
in Rom. iii. 21, and in the other passages just referred to in this 
epistle, viz. the justification or 'pardojimg mercy bestowed on sinners 
who are under the curse of the divine law; or the state or condition 
of being pardoned, i. e ., justified or treated as just. In this sense it 
is allied to, but is not altogether the same as, the Hebrew '"■i'HV, 
which often means kindness , benignity , favour , deliverance from evil; 
e. g ., Is. xlv. 8, 24. xlvi. 13. xlviii. 18. li. 6, 8. liv. 17. lvi. 1, and 
often in the Psalms. 

The reader must be careful to note, however, the simple idea of 
pardon , unattended by any thing else, t. e ., the mere deliverance from 
punishment is not all which is comprised in the meaning of <3/xa/o*> 
and hty.cuo6\j\7\. The idea is more fully expressed by accepting and 
treating as righteous . Now, when this is done by a benefactor, he 
does not stop with the simple remission of punishment,- but he 
bestows happiness in the same manner as though the offender had 
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been altogether obedient. Ab there are but two stations allotted for 
the human race, i. e. } heaven or hell; so those who are delivered from 
the latter, must be advanced to the former. 

All is now plain. Ai'/.aioolvr} Seoul is the justification which 
God bestows, or the justification of which God is the author; or if 
any one prefers, he may call it that state of pardon and acceptance 
which is the result of mercy proffered in the gospel and dispensed 
on account of the atonement made by Christ. That Paul should 
call it foxatoauvri SeoD, was very natural, when he wished to distinguish 
it from that righteousness which the Jews supposed themselves to 
possess in consequence of legal obedience, and which entitled them 
(in their own view) to divine acceptance. The justification which 
God allows, or that kind of righteousness which he now admit3 as a 
condition of acceptance, is £x oux and therefore alto¬ 

gether a matter of gratuity , and not of merit or desert. This general 
view is made altogether clear, by comparing Rom. iii. 21—24; and 
indeed the whole tenor of the discussion in the epistle to the Ro¬ 
mans, seems imperiously to demand this sense. 

Having thus explained my own view of the meaning of dixaieav^ 
SeoLJ, which is for substance the same as that defended by Luther, 
Wolf, Ileumann, Liinborch, Flatt, Macknight, Usteri, Reiche, and 
many others, it may be proper, consideringthe importance of the sub¬ 
ject, briefly to review some of the leading opinions that have been 
advanced and defended by others. 

I. The first class are those who regard dixaioavvT) here as de¬ 
signating an attribute of God; in which case Ssou is regarded not as 
Gen, auctoris , but as Gen. possessions. 

Yet those who hold to such an opinion are by no means agreed in 
the mode of special explanation, (a) Some regard dixaioavvr) as de¬ 
signating the perfect holiness and uprightness of the Saviour’s charac¬ 
ter , which is imputed to believers. So Chemnitz, Hoepfner, Schroc- 
der, and many others. 

But how can this hy-amUri in Christ be <fx it foreug, and especially 
ha rrtGTtwg xpffrcu? Phil. iii. 9. Is Christ righteous, then, by hav¬ 
ing faith in himself? And in what part of the Bible are we to find 
the doctrine, that his righteousness and perfect holiness is actually 
transferred or imputed to us ? In such a case, our pardon w ould no 
more be of grace; and our claims would no more depend on mercy , 
but on justice; a sentiment the very opposite of gospel-doctrine. If a 
friend gives me, who am a debtor, a sum of money sufficient to pay 
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off my debt, my creditor is bound as much on the score of justice to 
give up my bond of payment when I deliver to him this money, as 
if it had been all earned by my own industry. It is no concern of 
his, how I obtain the money. 

(b) A/xa/o<ruv7j 9eoD means God’s fidelity or veracity in the bestow- 
ment of grace according to the promises of the gospel. So Beza, Pis- 
cator, Turretin, Locke, Bolime, and others. 

But how can God’s fidelity or veracity , or any other of his attri¬ 
butes, be ix rriereujg, or S/a, cr iareoog, or £57/ rji rnffrei ? 

(c ) Gods vindictive justice. So Origen, Theodoret, Grotius, Wet- 
stein, Marckius, Bretschn. (Lex.), Fritsche, and some others. 

But vindictive justice is manifested in the punishment of sinners, 
not in their pardon. The d/xa/oevv?} here is that which pardons . 

(d) Rewarding justice, i . e., that which bestows favours on the 
virtuous. So Calov, Storr, and others. 

But how can this attribute of God be by faith , and by faith in 
Christ ? 

( e ) Goodness of God . So Schoettgen, Morus, Voorst, and others. 

Bat here again, goodness, considered simply in the light of a divine 

attribute, cannot be regarded as what the apostle means to desig¬ 
nate; for how can this be sx rrienu 

II. AtxcuoffjvTi Seou is regarded as something which belongs to men; 
either as an attribute, quality, &c., or else as a state, condition, &c., 
of which God is the author or giver; so that is construed as Gen. 
auctoris . But here again, there is some variety of opinion; for, 

(a) Some hold that Sixatoovvr} means internal righteousness , virtue, 
or holiness such as the gospel requires. So Ammon, Schleusner, 
Tholuck, Paulus, Schultz, Winer, Wahl, Glockler, and others. But 
some of them explain this, as meaning the way and manner of ob¬ 
taining this holiness . 

So far as Bom. i. 17 is concerned, this is a possible sense. But 
the phrase hixcuoavrr) is so often employed by Paul to designate pardon, 
forgiveness , or at least a state of pardon or of being forgiven , that it 
cannot well be supposed it is here employed in a different sense, in 
proposing the theme which the apostle afterward discusses. 

That dtxaio<rjv7} 3eoD .... ex rritriug had a direct reference, in the 
writer’s mind, to liberation from punishment and the obtaining of 
salvation, seems to be clear from the quotation which he immediately 
makes from the Old Testament, in order to sanction the sentiment 
which he had uttered, viz. bixaiog ex n'nSTtwQ he zvho is just, i. e., 
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he who is accepted or regarded as hixaiog, shall obtain life by faith y 
t. e., shall be happy by faith (not by merit). Such then is the &- 
% n 0eou. It bestows unmerited favour on perishing sinners; not 
on him who has fulfilled the law, (for who has done this ?) but on 
him who believes on Jesus; comp. Romans iv. 3—5. 

Such a dixaioouvrj, which is from God, or is of divine appointment, 
is revealed in or by the gospel, ev aur£> d^oxaXurTtrar for avrfi refers 
to rb tlayyiXiov in ver. 16. The apostle does not mean to say, that 
nothing respecting such a faith was before revealed; for he appeals 
immediately to the Old Test. Scriptures, in order to confirm the 
sentiment which he had just uttered. But the gospel, in the first 
place, makes such a revelation one of its most prominent features; 
and therefore, secondly, justification by faith is revealed in it more 
fully and explicitly than it ever had been before. In the like way, 
life and immortality are said to be brought to light by the gospel, 
2 Tim. i. 10. 

’Ex vinnug tig nioTiv, a controverted, and (by reason of its connec¬ 
tion) very difficult phrase. The main question is, whether ex irfareug 
is to be joined with S/xa/otfu^, or whether it belongs in sense to e/g 
nr/anv t so that ex ir/areug elg kigtiv would make a kind of climactic ex¬ 
pression, which would be equivalent to the following phrase, viz., 
1 from a lower to a higher degree of faith.’ In this latter way Theo- 
phylact understood it; for he says, ou yug d^xeT rb ergo Wug ruenZeat, 
ccXX’ ex rjjg thfayuiyix7\g iritfreag 5e?" r\fL&g dvafiafaeiv e/g rqv reXetoregav <7risriv’ 
t. e.y i our first belief is not sufficient, but we must ascend from our 
inceptive faith to a more perfect degree of it.’ So Clemens Alex. 
(Strom, V. 1): Ko/^ qr'nfrtg xadaveg fi'eXiog, xaddg b K ogtog ).tyu, ^ T/Vr/j 
tfou aeawxe <re, i. e. y i a common faith is as it were a foundation, as 
Christ said: Thy faith hath saved thee.’ He then goes on to say, 
that ‘a reXe/a niting is one which can remove mountains; on which 
account the apostles themselves made this request: Lord, we be¬ 
lieve, help thou our unbelief!’ 

Tholuck approves of this exegesis; and it is substantially the 
same as that which has been defended by Melancthon, Beza, Calov, 
Lc Clerc, and many others. But three difficulties seem to lie in the 
way of admitting it; the first, that it does not appear at all to answer 
the exigency of the passage; the second, that the usits loquendi of 
Paul’s epistles is against it; the third, that the context is evidently 
repugnant to it. 

(a) The exigency of the passage . The exegesis in question would 

E 
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make Paul’s main thesis to be this: ‘The justification which God 
bestows, (or, according to Tholuck, the fulfilling of the law which he 
requires,) is revealed in the gospel, from a lower degree of faith to 
a higher,’ i. e., (as I suppose is meant,) it is so revealed, as that men 
are required to advance from a lower degree of faith to a higher one. 
But this would indeed be a most singular mode of expressing such 
a sentiment; one of the last which the usual method of thought and 
expression can well be supposed to devise. One might expect, if this 
idea is intended to be contained in the passage, that the writer would 
have said : Aixatoovv?] 0eou iv avru> a^roxahv^nrai ha ^rPoSahu/Mev (or 
flr§o/3w/£-£v) Ix vrforecog e/’s vt'cnv' or at least that some mode of expression 
like this would have been employed. But if the sense be not ? 
that justification is so revealed by the gospel as that men are 
required to advance from a lower to a higher degree of faith, then, 
after all, lx rimug must be joined in effect with bixambvr), and we 
must say, ‘ The justification which is lx cr/crm og tig rrienv, is revealed,* 
&c. But to such a junction Tholuck objects, on account of the 
separation of lx viGrtug from oixaioGvvn. A word on this point, in 
the sequel. 

I have said that this sentiment does not fit the exigency of the 
passage; and my reason for saying this is, that it represents the 
apostle, not as proposing the grand theme of gratuitous justification 
(which is evidently the main subject of his epistle), but as proposing 
the climactic nature of the faith connected with justification, as his 
great topic. How can this well be imagined by a considerate reader 
of his epistle? 

(b) It is against the usus loquendi of homogeneous passages ; e. < 7 ., 
Rom. iii. 22, 5/xa/o<ru*7j Qeov 5/a rricrtwg (altogether of the same tenor 
as 5/xa/o<ruv7j 0eoD .... lx viGrtug in our verse); Rom. iii. 30, oz oiY.ai&du 
.... lx rr/Grtug, xai .... 5/a cr/tfreais* Rom. iv. 11, GfpayTda r? t g 
6ixaioGvv7]g T7\g fttGrtug’ Rom, iv. 13, 5/a bixaioGvvr t g crtGrzug' Rom. V. 1, 
dixaiwOivTeg lx mGrtug' Rom. ix. 30, ra t0v7] .... xareX a/3f . . . bixatoG-Jvr,v 
tt}v ix vr/ffrectjg' Rom. ix. 32, on oux [’itfga^X r t v 5/wxwv hrxatoG ! ovr t v\ ix ct/GTewc’ 
Rom. x. 6, 5} 51 Ix Kitreojg 5/xa/o<rivjj‘ and so in the other epistles of Paul, 
e. g.j Gal. ii. 16, [5/xa/oura/ aytfgaicrogj 5/a cr/Vreaig’ Gal. iii, 8, Ix <7iGt£qjz 
htxaioT tol E0v7j 6 Qeog' Gal. iii. 11, 0 5/xa/og Ix cr/Vrea/g i^rjctra / (a quotation); 
Gal. iii. 24, ha ix niGrtojg dixaitoOu/j,ev Gal. v. 5, Ix sriGrttug iXo'5a 5/xa/e- 
G\jvr\g afttxbt’xpiL&a' Phil. iii. 9, dtxaio<svvr,v .... rr,v 5/a cr/ffrews* lleb. 
xi. 7, rrjg xara kUstiv 5/xa/o<ruv?jf* et alibi so?pe. These are enough to 
show what Paul (I had almost said every where, and always) presents 
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to our view, in respect to the subject of justification. Can there be 
any good reason to apprehend, that in proposing the theme of his 
whole epistle, he should not propose the same justification hy faith of 
which he afterwards so amply treats? 

1 But/ it is replied, ‘ how could Paul separate ex mare us so far from 
dixeuoffuvy, if he means that the former should qualify the latter?’ I 
answer, it was hecause bixcaoeuvi}, as here employed, has already a 
noun in the Genitive (©eou) connected with it. The writer could 
not say h £x menus bixaioevvy Qeou (which would, I believe, be without 
a parallel); nor was it apposite to say, btxaioevvy] ©eoD ex menus, because 
the writer was hastening to say, that God’s appointed method of 
justification was revealed in the gospel. When this idea, which was 
uppermost in his mind (because he had just said that he was not 
ashamtd of the gospel ), was fully announced, the writer proceeds 
immediately to specify more particularly the bixcaoevvy in question. 
It is a bixaioevvr) ex menus' in accordance with which he has, in almost 
numberless examples, elsewdiere made declarations. 

The easiest and most direct solution is, to suppose hxaioelrn to be 
repeated here before ex menus. The sentence would then run thus: 
AiXaioeuvyj ya% ©eou sv aurfi deroxaXvvnrou [5/xa/o<riv/] ex <tt iereug x. r. A.; or 
yevopevri may be supplied by the mind, before £x menus. In this way, 
ex menus is epexegetical merely of what precedes. The idea con¬ 
veyed by 6txa<oevv7) is resumed by the mind, and it is made still more 
definite by this adjunct. 

(c) That this is the real sentiment and design of the apostle, seems 
quite clear from the context, i. e., from the quotation which he forth¬ 
with makes in order to confirm what he had said, viz. 6 be bixouog ex 
iereus fyeercu. Docs not bixccios sx mereus clearly and unavoidably 
correspond with the btxaioebvT] . ... ix mereus which immediately 
precedes? 

I merely add, that Flatt, Bengel, Hammond, and others, interpret 
the passage in the same way as I have done. The more I study the 
passage, the more difficulty I feel in construing it as meaning reveal¬ 
ed from faith to faith. What can be the meaniug of revealed FROJI 
faith? And if ex mereug does not qualify dmxaXvrrrerat, then it must 
qualify bixuiocuvq' in which case the meaning that I have given seems 
nearly certain. And so Rciche construes ex menus , connecting it 
with dixouoewr), and supposing yevopevi] to be implied before it, which 
is admissible. 

In respect to the thing itself, viz. justification by faith , faith desig- 
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nates the modus in quo , or the means by which ; not the causa cau- 
sans seu ejjiciens , i. e., not cither the meritorious or efficient cause or 
ground of forgiveness. Every where the apostle represents Christ as 
this cause. But faith (so to speak) is a conditio sine qua non; it is 
a taking hold of the blessings proffered by the gospel, although it is 
by no means the cause or ground of their being offered. If the read¬ 
ers of this epistle will keep in mind these simple and obvious truths, 
it will save them much perplexity. Justification by faith , is an ex¬ 
pression designed to point out gratuitous justification (Rom. iv. 16), 
in distinction from that which is by merit, i. e ,, by deeds of law , or 
entire obedience to the precepts of the law. The word faith, as used 
in this phrase, is designed to show, that the justification which we 
are now considering can be conferred only on believers , and that it 
is to be distinguished from hxcttoGvvr\ Ig egyuv, i. e ., meritorious justifi¬ 
cation. It is not designed to show that faith is, in any sense, the 
meritorious or procuring cause or ground of justification. 

E Ig ir/cnv, in order to be believed , for belief. Such a use of the 
Acc. with e/f is exceedingly frequent in PaulVepistles. It is equi¬ 
valent to the Infinitive mood with the article before it; e. g ., in ver, 5. 
above, tig ucax<rip = etc to irraxovOrivur so in ver. 16, e/g Gwrrifuzv = iig ro 
GuOfycu, et sic al. sjepe. The reason why the apostle adds th rr/Grr/ 
seems to be, because he had said e/g tfwnjp/av cam rT/Gnbovri. In ac¬ 
cordance with this he here says, that gratuitous justification (3/xa/o- 
G'ovrt lx 7r/GTeug) is revealed, so that all, both Jews and Greeks (’lo-jbctiu 
Tsrr^rov xaT'EXX^v;) may believe and be saved ; i. e., they can be saved 
through belief and in this way only. Or we may construe e/g tigtiv as 
Reiche docs, viz. hxaioGvvri is revealed to belief i. e., to believers; 
comp. iii. 21. 

If sx vr/Greug is to be attached to acoxaXucrera/, I should think the 
sentiment must be, that ‘the gospel is revealed by means of faith, i. e. y 
by means of those who have faith in Christ, and in order to promote 
faith;’ thus making a kind of paronomasia, to which the writings of 
Paul are by no means a stranger. But I cannot apprehend this to 
be the true sentiment. 

It should be remarked here, how faith is represented as the neces¬ 
sary condition of bixaioG-jvri Qeov, and also that this is revealed to those 
who have faith, or at least for the sake of promoting faith. Thus 
the gospel scheme seems to begin and end (as it were) with faith 
1 He that believeth shall be saved/ 

KaOis yeygacrTou, in accoi'dance with what is written , agreeably to 
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what is written , viz. in the Scriptures. The Talmudists very often 
appeal to the Scriptures in the like way, by the formulas H'njrrunj 
as it is written; according to that which is written • 

or p^DSH “ipxi as ^ ie Scripture sags. It is not necessary to 

suppose, in all cases of this nature, that the writer who makes such 
an appeal, regards the passage which he quotes as specific prediction. 
Plainly this is not always the case with the writers of the New Tes¬ 
tament; as nearly all commentators now concede. Compare, for ex¬ 
ample, Acts xxviii. 25, seq. Rom. viii. 36, ix. 33, x. 5. xi. 26, xiv. 11, 
&c. Such being the case, it is not necessary that we should inter¬ 
pret the passage which follows (Hab. ii. 4.), as having been originally 
designed to describe gospel justification by faith; for plainly the con¬ 
nection in which it stands does not admit of this specific meaning. 
But it then involves the same principle as that for which the apostle is 
contending, viz., that ‘the means of safety is confidence or trust in the 
divine declarations.’ The prophet Ilabakkuk sees, in prophetic vision, 
“troublous times” coming upon Judea; andhe exclaims, 

o 6/xa/o; ex flr/mw; Xfirftrou, the pious man shall be saved by his con¬ 
fidence or faith , viz., iu God. It was not, then, by relying on his 
own merit or desert that safety could be had ; it was to be obtained 
only in the way of believing and trusting the divine declarations. 
Now the very same principle of action was concerned in so doing at 
that time, which is concerned with the faith and salvation of the 
gospel. Of course the apostle might appeal to this declaration of 
Habakkuk, as serving to confirm the principle for which he con¬ 
tended. 

Dr. Knapp and many others join ex -r/Vrew; with dUcao;, and then 
translate the passage thus: The just by faith shall live; i . e ., 
he who possesses faith shall be happy. The sentiment is true; but 
it docs not comport, I apprehend, with the design of Ilabakkuk, who 
must have written if he intended this, and not (as he has 

done) ’irmosa. 

If it be viewed as a simple illustration of a general principle , all 
difficulty about the quotation vanishes. As the Israelite, in the time 
of Ilabakkuk, was to be saved from evil by means of faith , so Jews 
and Gentiles arc now to be saved by means of faith . What real 
difficulty can there be in such a comparison as this 1 ? 

To the whole I subjoin the brief comment which J. A. Turretin 
has so strikingly given, hi his Prcelectiones on the epistle to the Ro- 
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mans : “Apostolus noster, ubi agit de justificatione et salute homi- 
num, ssepe vocat justitiam Dei earn justlficationis rationem quam 
Deus hominibus coinmoastrat, et cujus ope eos ad salutem duck.” 
Again: “Jmtitia Dei .... est ipsamet hominis justificatio, seu 
modus quo potest justus haberi apud Deum, et salutis particeps fieri 
a definition of which one may almost say: Ornne tulit punctum. 

Turretin has, indeed, construed H sriarewg tig manv nearly as Tho- 
luck has done. But the usus loquendi of Paul in such constructions 
is decidedly against him: e. g., Bom. vi. 19, ‘ Since ye have yielded 
your members as servants of impurity, xai rfi avo>uq tig uvo/M/av, and to 
iniquity for the commission of wickedness , so should ye yield your 
members as servants rfj dixaioavvy tig dytaapfo unto righteousness , in 
order that ye may practise holinessf 2 Cor. ii. 16, ‘[The gospel isl 
to some tig Zavarov, and to others, 6 cr/x 57 Xy*yr\g tig £w 7 ,v, a 

savour of death to the causing of death , and a savour of life to the 
causing of life? In these and all such cases, the Accusative with tig 
before it, denotes the end ) or object , to which the thing that had just 
been named tends. So must it be, then, in the-text; the [<5/xa loovvri] 
ex viartug is revealed or declared to the world tig cr/Vr/v, i. e. } in order 
that it may be received or believed. 

(18) * AvoxaXurrrtrai ydg .... dviiguirrutv, for the wrath of God from 
heaven , is revealed against all ungodliness and unrighteousness . As 
to the ydi with which this verse is introduced, I am now persuaded 
that it refers to an implied thought in the mind of the writer, which 
Intervened between verses 17 and 18, viz. i This dixcuoavv?) Qsov is now 
the only S/xa/o<ryvjj possible for men/ That this is so, the sequel 
shows; which is designed to prove that all men are in a state of sin 
and condemnation, and can be saved only by gratuitous pardon. To 
the same purpose is Reiches remark on ydo as here employed. See 
Bretsch. Lex. on yug, where this principle is illustrated copiously. 

’O r/n Qtoo, literally, the wrath of God , divine indignation , or (to 
use a softer phraseology) GocCs displeasure . That the phrase is an - 
thropopathic (i. e, } is used av^ocro-ra^s), will be doubted by no one 
who has just views of the divine Being. It is impossible to unite 
with the idea of complete perfection, the idea of anger in the sense 
in which we usually cherish that passion; for with us it is a source 
of misery as well as sin. To neither of these effects of anger can we 
properly suppose the divine Being to be exposed. His anger , then, 
can only be that feeling or affection in him, which moves him to 
look on sin with disapprobation, and to punish it when connected 
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with impenitence. Wc must not, even in imagination, connect this 
in the remotest manner with revenge; which is only and always a 
malignant passion. But vengeance, even among men, is seldom 
sought for against those whom we know to be perfectly impotent, in 
respect to thwarting any of our designs and purposes. Now as all 
men, and all creation, can never endanger any one interest (if I may 
so speak) of the divine Being, or defeat a single purpose; so we can¬ 
not even imagine a motive for revenge , on ordinary grounds. Still 
less can wc suppose the case to be of this nature, when we reflect that 
God is infinite in wisdom, power, and goodness. » This constrains us 
to understand such phrases as o%yn ®eov, x. r. X. as anthropopathic , i. e ., 
as speaking of God after the manner of men. It would be quite as 
well (nay, much better) to say, that when the Bible attributes 
hands , eyes , arms, &c., to God, the words which it employs should 
be literally understood, as to say, that when it attributes anger and 
vengeance to him, it is to be literally understood. If we so construe 
the Scriptures, we represent God as a malignant being, and class him 
among the demons; whereas by attributing to him hands , eyes , &c., 
we only commit the sin of anthropomorphism. 

The lexicons make ogyri to signify punishment. By way of conse¬ 
quence, indee 1, punishment is implied. But ogyij 0eoD is a more fear¬ 
ful ph rase, understood in the sense of divine displeasure or indigna¬ 
tion, and more pregnant with awful meaning if so rendered, than it is 
if we give to it simply the sense of xoXatng, as so many critics and 
lexicographers have done. 

'A*' tvgoLvov, another locus vexatus. Is it to be joined with 0eou ; or 
should we refer back to uKoxaXvtrrerai, and construe it as implying the 
method in which the divine displeasure is made known 7 The latter 
way is the one which almost all commentators have chosen, although 
there is almost an endless diversity among them as to the meaning of 
aa’ ovgavou. E. g. (1) The heavens declare the glory of God, and so 
point men naturally to his worship, and by consequence warn them 
to forsake sin. (2) Storm, tempest, hail, thunder, lightning, &c., 
from heaven , declare the wrath of God against sin. (3) Christ will 
he revealed from heaven , at the last judgment, to punish sin ; so 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Limborch, &c. (4) Judg¬ 

ments which come from God, who is in heaven, testify against sin; 
so Origcn, Cyril, Bcza, Calvin, Bengel, &c. (5) In consequence of an 
appointment of heaven, the divine displeasure against sin is testified 
by conscience in every breast. (6) The displeasure of God against 
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sin is revealed, through divine appointment, or by the arrangement 
of the supreme Being. 

This last interpretation I think to be nearly right. But the usus 
loquendi (which seems unaccountably to have been overlooked here) 
enables us to be more explicit. In Heb. xii. 25, the apostle says : 
u If they escaped not who rejected toy iri yyg .... ^)]/iaT/(6kTa, 
him who on earth [at Mount Sinai] warned them , much more shall 
\ve not escape, if we reject rov arf oygaviv [^Tj/LaT/^&vra] him [who 
warncth us] from heaven comp. Mark i. 11, where a voice ex tu* 
cvouvuv says: “This is my beloved Son,” &c. Now if such phraseo¬ 
logy be compared with Matt. v. 45, toD era rgog v/mujv rou ev ovgavoTg' VI. 1, 
naro) . . . . ev ro7g o u»avo7g‘ vi. 9, ndreg 7 }/mujv 6 ev ro7g cii^avo7g, et al. saepe, 
it would seem sufficiently plain, that God coming from heaven where 
he dwells, or God belonging to heaven , is intended to be designated 
by the phrase Qeou an cugavou. So Reiche. That aero, in a multitude 
of cases, is put before a noun of place, in order to designate that one 
belongs to it, scarcely needs to be suggested; e. g ., Matt. ii. 1. iv. 
25. 2 Thess. i. 7. John i. 45. xxviii. 21, et al. saepe. The senti¬ 

ment I take to be this: i The God of heaven, or the God who 
dwells in heaven, i. e ., God supreme, omnipotent, has revealed his 
displeasure against sin and, therefore, escape from punishment can 
be only by the bixaioovvij ©eoD. 

How the revelation of God’s displeasure is made, is disclosed by 
the sequel. To the heathen it is made by God’s works and their 
own consciences, Rom. i. 20, 32. ii. 14, 15. 

’ Atrsfis/av, impiety towards God (from a privative and asfic/xai to 
worship); adixiav, injustice , unrighteousness , toward men. 

T cuv riv . . . xa rB%6vruv, who keep back or hinder the tnith by ini¬ 
quity. So the verb most naturally means; comp. Luke iv. 

42. Philem. ver. 13. 2 Thess. ii. 6, 7. It also means to hold firmly, 
to grasp hold of, to take possession of and retain , &c., as may be seen 
in the lexicons ; but these meanings do not fit well here. Theophy- 
lact explains xartxpvrw by xaXu^retv, exor/fe/v. T he meaning seems to 
be : ( Who hinder the progress or obstruct the power of truth, in 
themselves or others.’ 

But of what truth? ’AX^e/a cannot here mean the gospel; be¬ 
cause the writer goes on immediately to say, that the light of nature 
sufficed to teach the heathen better, than to restrain the aX^e/a in 
question, ’a \r,Qua is here, then, that truth which the light of nature 
taught respecting the eternal power and Godhead of the Creator 
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When the apostle says in ver. 18, rav rr\v aXqkttiv ev ddtx/q xare^ovrcov, 
in his own mind he singles out of the avdeuiruv ( all men) whom he 
has just mentioned, the heathen or Gentiles, whose vicious state he 
immediately proceeds to declare. This is the theme for the remain¬ 
der of the first chapter. 

’Ey a&ni!q may mean by iniquity , h standing before the means or 
instrument , as usual; or else it is used adverbially = ad/xug' Reiche 
prefers the latter sense; which is agreeable to idiom. To fill out ver. 
18 completely, the reader must supply, in his own mind, [ini irutrav 
dtitSuav xai a3/x/av] ruv rj\v dXijOs/otv x. r. X. 


CHAP. I. 19—32. 


The apostle, having intended in his own mind to designate the heathen or Gentiles, by 
mentioning those ‘ who hinder the truth through unrighteousness,’ now proooeda to illustrate 
and confirm hie charge against them. God, says he, has disclosed in the works of creation his 
eternal power and Godhead; and this so clearly, that they are without excuse for failing to 
recognize it, verses 19, 20. And since they might have known him, but were ungrateful, and 
refused to glorify him, and darkened their minds by vain and foolish disputations; since they 
represented the eternal God to be like mortal man, and even like the brutes which perish; 
God gave those up to their own base and degrading lusts, who thus rendered to the creature 
the honour that was due to the Creator, verses 21—25. Yea, lie gave them up to the vile and 
unnatural passions which they cherished, verses 29, 30 and these they not only commit 
themselves, although they know them to be worthy of death, i. e., of condemnation on Ihe part 
of the Divine lawgiver, but by their approbation they encourage others to commit the like 
offences. 

Such being the state of facts in regard to the heathen world, it follows of course that they 
justly lie under the condemning sentence of the divine law. It is not the object of the apostle 
to prove that every Individual heathen is guilty of each and all the sins which he enumerates; 
much less does he Intend even to intimate that there are not other sins, hesides those which he 
enumerates, of which the Gentiles are guilty. It is quite plain, that those which he does 
mention, are to be regarded merely in the light of a specimen. Nor will the charges which he 
here makes, prove that every individual of the Gentile world was, at the moment when lie 
was writing, guilty of all the things preferred against the heathen. If we suppose that there 
might then have been some virtuous heathen, (a supposition apparently favoured by Itora. ii. 
14), such persons must have abstained from the habitual practices of the vices named, and 
from others like them. But it suffices for the apostle’s purpose, to show that they once had 
been guilty of them; which of course was to show their abBoluto need of salvation by a Re¬ 
deemer, ». e., of gratuitous pardon procured through him. The cose may be the same here, as 
that which Is presented in ohap. 11. iii., where a chnrgo of universal guilt is brought against 
the Jews. Certainly this was not designed to prove that there then existed no pious Jews, 
who were not liable to such olmrgo in its full extent, at the moment when the apostle was 
writing. Nay, it was of course true to some extent, even of the pious, at the time when Paul 
was writing, that they daily committed sin in soma form or other; and the same was true of 
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pious Gentiles, If Indeed there were any Buch. All men, then, were guilty before God, al¬ 
though all men might not practise the particular vices which the apostle named, when lie was 
writing. It matters not for his purpose to prove this. All who could eio, had sinned, and 
did then sin, in some way or other; all this is now, and always has been true. Of course, all 
have fullen under the condemnation of the divine law, and salvation by the grace proffered in 
the gospel, is ihe only salvation which is possible for them. 

The question when men begin, to sin, it is not the object of the apostle here to discuss. Nor 
is it even the degree of their depravity, which is his main design to illustrate and prove. The 
universality of it is the main point; and it is all which is essential to his argument. To tliis 
universality Paul admits of no exception; but then we are of course to understand this, of those 
who are capable of sinning. It is thus that we interpret in other cases. For example, when 
it is said: “lie that believeth not, shall he damned,” we interpret this of those who are ca¬ 
pable of believing, and do not extend it beyond them. With the question, when individuals 
are capable of believing or of sinning, I repeat it, Paul does not here concern himself. Nei¬ 
ther mere infancy, nor entire idiocy, is the object of his present consideration. He is plainly 
speaking of such, and only of such, qs are capable of sinning; and these, one and all, he avers 
to be sinners, in a greater or less degree. Such being the fact, it follows, that as “the soul 
which Binncth must die,” so, if there be any reprieve from this sentence, it must be obtained 
only by pardoning mercy through a Redeemer. 

I add merely, that the clause tiok t»/i/ ev hiuiiq. kotcxovtup^, properly belongs to that di¬ 

vision of the discourse which we are now to examine; but the connection of it with the gene¬ 
ral proposition in the preceding part of ver. 18, is mode so intimate by the present grammati¬ 
cal structure, that I deemed it best not to disjoin them in the commentary. 


(19) But how is it to be made out, that the heathen keep back the 
truth respecting the only living and true God, by their unrighteous¬ 
ness? 1 answer, by showing that to all men is made, in the works 
of nature, a revelation so plain of the eternal power and Godhead of 
Jehovah, that nothing but a wilful and sinful perversion of the light 
which they enjoy, can lead them to deny this great truth. So the 
apostle : A/gV/ .... abroTg, because that which might be known con- 
cerning God was manifest to them . A/or/ = dta rou-o on and equiva¬ 
lent in logical force here to yup, stands before a clause which assigns 
a reason why the apostle asserts that the heathen hinder the truth by 
iniquity . The amount of the proof which follows is, (1) That the 
truth, was knowable. (2) That nothing but base and evil passions 
keep men from acknowledging and obeying it. 

To yvucrbv too 0£oD, literally the knowledge of God } or that concern¬ 
ing God which is knowable or known. That the neuter adjective is 
used for a noun, is in accordance with a well-known and common 
Greek idiom. The meaning that which is knowable y seems on the 
whole to be best; and that rb yvaxtrov may be thus rendered we can 
have no doubt, when we compare ro vorjrov intelligible , rd ala^rov quod 
perceptum sit , rb dooarov quod non visum. sit y i. e, y invisible, &c. Ernesti 
denies that ymcrov can be rendered, that which is to be known t or that 
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which is knowable % (N. Theol. Biblioth. X. 630); and this has been 
greatly contested among critics. Buttmann (Gram. § 92. Anm. 3, 
comp, my N. Test. Gramm. § 82, Note 1.) seems to have decided this 
point, however, beyond any reasonable doubt. He says, indeed, that 
verbals in -rbg frequently correspond to the Latin participles in-f«s; 
so crXexroc stricken , <rTPS<rrog perverted , cro/Tjroj made , fact us, &c. But 
44 more eommonly,” he adds, 44 they have the sense of possibility , like 
the Latin adjectives in -ilis, or the German ones in-^ar; as tfrge-rroj 
versatilis , ogarog visibilis, axoutfrog audibilis This appears more 
fully when sari is joined with these adjectives or verbals; e. g. y (3iar6v 
sffri) one can live y (quasi 4 it is live-able’); roTg oux ifyrov i<fr/ y they can¬ 
not go out , (quasi 4 to them it is not go-able It is strange, indeed, 
that this should so long and so often have been called in question; 
especially as Plato frequently uses the very word under examination, 
in connection with So^a^rov, e. g. y rb yvaarov xa/ to <3 o^atfrov, that which is 
knowable and that which is supposable y de Repub. Lib. v. 

Tou 0sou concerning God y ^eoD being Genitivus objecti y as gramma¬ 
rians say. For an extended statement of the latitude of the Geni¬ 
tive, in regard to the many various relations which it expresses, see 
N. Test. Gramm. § 99. Examples in point are Matt, xiii, 18, -raga. 
/3o \ri tou ffirtigovTog, the parable concerning the sower; 1 Cor. i. 18, 
o \6yog 6 toj travgou, the declaration CONCERNING the cross . So 'koyog 
r/vog a report concerning any one , Xen. Cyrop. vi. 3. 10. viii. 5. 28. 
Comp. Luke vi. 12. Rom. xiii. 3. John xvii. 2. Ileb. ix. 8, et alibi. 

’Ey abroTg may be construed among them . So ev often means; e. g. y 
Matt. ii. 6, evrofg rjye/uoaiv, among the leaders; Luke i. 1, iv i)tbiv y among 
ns; Rom. i. 6, Iv oJg among whom ; Rom. xi. 17. 1 Cor. iii. 18, &c. 
The sense would then be : 4 What may be known [by the light of 
nature] concerning God, was manifest among them,’ t*. e. y in the midst 
of them, or before their eyes. The more probable sense, however, 
seems to be in them y i, e. y in their minds or consciences ; comp. Rom. 
ii. 15. Acts xiii. 15. Some prefer to render ev avroTg as they would 
the simple Dative a vroTc, viz., to them y and appeal to such examples as 
1 Cor. xiv. 11. Matt. xvii. 22. Luke xxiii. 31. xii. 8, aud even to 
Acts iv. 12. 1 Cor. ii. 6. 2 Cor. iv. 3. But the preceding method 
of construction is plainly the more certain and simple one. Tho- 
luck and Reiche accordingly prefer to render iv uuroTg in them; and 
they interpret it as referring to their moral sense, by which they may 
come to discern and judge of the evidences of divine power and God. 
head. That iv before the Dative, can never be properly considered 
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the same thing as the simple Dative, seems to be conclusively shown 
by Winer. N. Test. Grauim. p. 177, ed. 3. 

The ydg in 6 Qeo; ydg avroT; eipavsgwot is ydg conjirmantis. 

(20) T d ydo .... xai may be regarded as a parenthetic ex¬ 

planation. The ydg liere is also ydg conjirmantis vel illustrantis , and 
has special relation to the clause or declaration immediately preceding, 
i. e ., it stands before an assertion designed to illustrate and confirm 
the preceding declaration. 

Ta ydg dogara a ureu, for the invisible things of him , i. e of God. 
’ Ao^ara, means the attributes or qualities of the divine Being; which 
are dogara, because they are not objects of physical notice, i. e ., are 
not disclosed to any of our corporeal senses. Of course the expres¬ 
sion refers to the attributes belonging to God considered as a spirit; 
1 Tim. i. 17. 

'Acri xotf ( aou, since the creation of the world , or since the world 

was created . That aero may be rendered since y scarcely needs proof; 
e. g ., d^rb xara/SoXJjj xoo/iou, d<J dg^ij;, aco rrj; dga; exemjf, &c.; see Lex. 
in verbum. With equal propriety, so far as the usus loquendi merely 
is concerned, might it be rendered by , by means of 9 a sense which 
aero very frequently has. But the reason why it should not be ren¬ 
dered in this latter way, is that xoir\[iaoi designates the means by 
which. By rd dogara aurou .... xaOogdrou, the writer means to say, 
that ever since the world was created, the evidences of eternal power 
and Godhead have been visible to the mind; which, indeed, must 
be as true as that they are now visible. 

To?; xoi7)/ia<fi, by things which are made , t. e., by the natural creation, 
nomight be rendered by his operations } inasmuch as nouns 
ending in the neuter -/ia not frequently in the Hebrew-Greek have 
the same meaning as those which end in -or ;; e. g. 9 dixaiw/ia, Bixaiuoi;, 
justification . If it were thus rendered, the sense would be, that the 
operations of God in the world of nature continually bear testimony 
respecting him. This is not only true, but a truth scarcely less 
striking, as it now appears to us through the medium of astronomy, 
natural philosophy, and physiology, than that which is developed by 
creative power. Nevertheless, as the discoveries of modern science 
were unknown to the heathen, so it seems most congruous here to 
explain cro/^aaov by things made , the natural creation , which the 
heathen, in common with all others, were continually reminded of 
by their external senses. 

1 he due result of serious notice is, that rd aogara rov &tou may be 
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vooV'tieva, apprehended by the mindunderstood . N oobfLua xatogarai 
means, are distinctly seen, are intelligibly perceived , i. e., they are so, 
or may be so, by the aid of the things which have been made. In 
other words: God’s invisible attributes, at least some of them, are 
made as it wcr e visible, i. e., are made the object of clear and distinct 
apprehension, by reason of the natural creation. So the Psalmist: 
“ The heavens declare the glory of God ; the firmament showeth 
forth the work of his hands. Day unto day uttereth speech, night 
unto night showeth knowledge/’ Ps. xix. 1, 2. 

But what are the attributes of God which are thus plainly discern¬ 
ible bv his works? The answer is, rj re atdiog avrou dvva/Atg xai Se/orTjj, 
both or even his eternal power and Godhead. This clause is epexe- 
getical of ra ao^ara aurou. Ama^tg must here have special reference 
to the creative power of God; and this seems to be called aidiog, be¬ 
cause it must have been possessed antecedently to the creation 
of the world, or before time began. Still, although hrguovgyia (cre¬ 
ative power), as Theodoret says, is here specially meant, I appre¬ 
hend that the sense of bumgig is not restricted to this. He who 
had power to create , must of course be supposed to have power to 
wield and govern. 

QBiorrjs is distinguished by Tholuck and others, from ©eorjjg* for 
they represent the latter as signifying.^ Divinity or the Divine na¬ 
ture, while the former is represented as meaning the complexity of 
the divine attributes , the sum or substance of divine qualities . I can¬ 
not find any good ground, however, for such a distinction. ©£oV?jg is 
the abstract derived from $iog* and from this latter word is formed 
the concrete or adjective derivate 3g/og, divine. Ti of course 

means divinity; and from this comes another regular abstract noun 
S^e/oVjjg, with the same signification. SoPassow: Se/oVjjg, Gottlichkeit, 
gottliche Natur, i. e., divinity , divine nature . He then adds: “In 
particular, divine greatness, power, excellence, eminence,” &c.; i. e., 
Se drtjs designates the divinity with special reference to these quali¬ 
ties—the identical manner in which the word is employed in our 
text. The same lexicographer defines 3fot7;£ the Godhead , the divine 
Being , divine excellence . In the same sense, viz., that of Godhead, 
Divinity, is rb Se/w plainly used in Acts xvii. 29. So Se/orjjg VVisd. 
xviii. 9. So Clemens Alex. (Strom. V. 10), rb pr} <pOeigtffi)ai t Se/oVjjrog 
(Lirtyjiv iffri, not to perish , is to be a partaker of Godhead or 
Divinity. 

If ^drrii be interpreted here as a word designating “ the sum of all 
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the divine attributes,” we must regard natural theology as equally 
extensive with that which is revealed, so far as the great doctrines 
respecting the Godhead are concerned. Did the apostle mean to as¬ 
sert this? I trust not. I must understand ^uorr^g, then, as designat¬ 
ing Divinity , divine nature , divine excellence or supremacy , i. e ., such 
a station, and condition, and nature as make the Being who holds 
and possesses them to be truly divine, or God. Eternal power and 
supremacy or exaltation appear, then, to be those qualities or attri¬ 
butes of the divine Being, which the works of creation are said by 
the apostle to disclose. And when examined by the eye of philoso¬ 
phy and reason, the evidence appears to be of the very same nature 
which he has here designed. At all events, the heathen never have 
made out any very definite and explicit views of God as holy and 
hating sin; not to speak of other attributes, of which they had quite 
imperfect and unsatisfactory views. 

On this deeply interesting subject, viz., the disclosures of the na¬ 
tural world in respect to the Creator, Aristotle has said an exceed¬ 
ingly striking thing (De Mundo, c. 6), k&gti pi<re/ ysvafLtvog 

dOsugqrog, drr aurm rtLv eg'yojv SewgeTrai 6 0 eo 5 , God, who is invisible to 
every mortal being , is seen by his works. Comp, also a striking pas¬ 
sage of the like tenor, in Wisd. xiii. 1—5. 

E /5 rb elvat avroug dvoc<7ro?.oyrjrovg, so that they are without excuse . Ef; 
to, followed by an Inf., is often used in the same manner as am* e. p., 
Luke v. 17. Rom. iv. 18, vii. 4, 5. xii. 3. E )g ro x. r. A., is joined in 
sense with 6 Sei; yag a IroTg epavsgojGe (the first clause in ver. 20 being a 
parenthesis); i. e., ‘ God has exhibited, in his works, such evidences 
of his eternal power and Godhead, that those are without any ex¬ 
cuse who hinder the truth by reason of their iniquity That the 
apostle means to characterize the heathen by all this, is clear from 
the sequel. 

(21) A ton yvovrig rhv 0eov, because that having known God . The 
bifci here is considered by Gldcklcr as co-ordinate with that in vcr. 
19; and both the clauses in vers. 19, 20, and in vers. 21—23 he con¬ 
siders as protases to bib x. t. X. in ver. 24 seq. lie arranges the sense 
therefore in this manner : i Because the knowledge of God was dis¬ 
closed to them, &c.,— because , when they knew God, they did net 
glorify him, &c.,— Sj§, thererorc God gave them over,’ &c. But this 
is grounded upon an entirely mistaken view of the nature of foirt ; 
which can no more stand in the real protasis of a sentence that is in¬ 
dependent of a preceding one, than yd§ can; as every one may see, 
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by inspecting the examples of its use in the Concordance. We must 
consider the ddr/ in ver. 19, then, as prefatory to a reason why the 
heathen suppress the truth iniquitously; and the hiln in ver. 21 as 
prefatory to a reason why they are without excuse . In the same 
way yu% often follows in two and even three successive clauses, pre¬ 
fatory to successive reasons for successive assertions 

Tvovrsg here is employed in a sense that comports with the meaning 
of rb yvuffTov in ver. 19, and may mean either actual knowledge , or 
opportunity to know , being furnished with the means of knowing , 
having the knowledge of God plainly set before them . 

Ov% wg . . . . cu^ag/ffrjjffav, they glorified him not as God y neither 
were thankful; i. e ., they paid him not the honour due to him as the 
Creator and Governor of all things, nor were they thankful for the 
blessings which he bestowed upon them. The particle jj, after a 
negative clause, means nor, neither. 

’AU’ e/ia raiu^auv .... aurwv, but indulged foolish imaginations 
or vain thoughts. So we may render the passage, if we follow the 
morecomnionmeaningof fLuraiow, which notunfrequently corresponds 
to the Hebrew k?p, insipide, stulte agere . The Vulgate ren- 
dera i/uurctiwOriaav by evanuerant , and Erasmus by frustrati sunt; and 
to the like purpose many critics have interpreted it. But the evi¬ 
dent intention of the writer seems here to be, to describe a state of 
mind or feeling, not to express the result of it.— /SiaXoyw/io?g may be 
translated thoughts , reasonings , or disputations; for the word has 
each of these senses. The first seems the most appropriate here, on 
account of the clause which immediately follows, and which shows 
that the state of the interior man is designed to be described. It 
should be noted, moreover, that diu’KoytofLog, as meaning thought or 
imagination , is commonly taken in malam partem, L e ., as designat¬ 
ing bad thoughts , evil imaginations, e . g., Matt. xv. 19. Mark vii. 21. 
Is. lix. 7 (Sept.) 1 Cor. iii. 20. 

If we construe the words before us in this way, the sense will be: 

' They foolishly or inconsiderately indulged evil imaginations,’ t. e. y 
base and degrading views respecting the nature and attributes of 
God, and the honour due to him, as the sequel (vers. 22—25) shows, 
particularly ver. 23. 

But there is another sense of the expression before us, which I ana 
strongly tempted to adopt. The Hebrew MJ 1 , vanitas, 

as is well known, is often employed to designate idols and 
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idolatry. Hence j^draia is frequently employed by the Septuagint to 
designate idols; e. g. y 2 Kings xvii. 15. Jer. ii. 5. viii. 9. Amos ii. 4. 

1 Kings xvi. 13, &c. So also in the New Testament, Acts xiv. 15. 
From this usage, as one might naturally conclude, the verb fLaradui 
(which means literally /u, d r a i o v facere vel fieri) sometimes means, 
to be devoted to ^drata, i. e. y to idols; e. g ., 2 Kings xvii. 15. Jer. ii. 5. 
f/uaratvQritfav, they became devoted to idolatry , or to vanities (which is 
the same thing). The phrase in our verse is plainly susceptible of 
the like rendering, viz., In their evil imaginations or by reason of 
their wicked devices y they became devoted to idolatry , or devoted to 
vanities (which has the same meaning). 

But on the whole, it is safer perhaps to regard the clause before us 
as a kind of parallel with the one which follows; in which case, the 
first asserts that the heathen foolishly indulged in wicked devices, 
and the second, that in consequence of this, their inconsiderate minds 
became darkened. The clause under examination will then be of the 
like tenor with ver. 22. 

Ka) itfxor/tftfjj .... xa^S/a, and their inconsiderate mind was dark¬ 
ened . Kagd/a, like the Hebrew 2^ very often means, animus , Intel- 
lectus , the mind; and this is plainly its meaning here.— 'AcUtro; 
means stolidus , insipiens , or imprudens, which latter word means, 
wanting in consideration and foresight . I hesitate between this 
meaning, and that of stolidus in the sense of the Hebrew ^3} i. e. y 
impious, wicked . The xagdia which had foolishly indulged evil ima¬ 
ginations respecting God, may be truly characterised either as incon¬ 
siderate or as impious. On the whole, the latter seems to convey 
rather the most energetic meaning ; but the former accords better 
with the idea, that the second clause (now under examination) is 
parallel with the clause which precedes it. 

It will be observed by the attentive reader, that the apostle here 
represents the darkening of the mind to be a consequence of the wicked 
imaginations which the heathen had indulged. Men had once a 
right knowledge of the true God ; they all have opportunity to be 
acquainted with his true attributes. But in this condition, they 
choose foolishly to indulge in wicked devices and imaginations; and 
in consequence of this, they lose even what light they possessed, 

kGXor'nsdr) 7} devvero; avruv xagB/a. 

(22) <bdfzovTEs . e/jtUgdvQr'tav, jmofessing themselves to be wise , 

they became fools . The antithesis of the sentiment here is strong. 
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The pretensions of many heathen philosophers to wisdom , are well 
known. From these sprung the names p/XoVopo/, <pi\o6o<pta, a6pot, to<pi- 
ara', &c. <t>d&xo> means to declare , to affirm; which, in the present case, 
means the same as to profess. So the 'Greeks used patrxw’ e.g. y 6/ piXocra- 
<pe?v (puaxovreg, those who profess to philosophize . To the same purpose 
Cicero says: u Qui se sapientes esse profitentur,” Qusest. Tusc. I. 9. 

(23) Kai £xXa£a* .... ep^erwv, and exchanged the glory of the 
immortal God , for an image like to mortal man, and fowls , and quad- 
rupeds , and reptiles. Tih 5d£av roZ dap 'dorov 0eou means the majesty 
and excellence of the eternal God , or the glorious and eternal God. 
In ^XXa^ay . . . . iv o/Ao/^aar/, the Dative with iv before it follows the 
verb. In such cases the usual construction is to put the simple Da¬ 
tive after the verb, i. e., the Dative of the noun designating the thing 
for which another is exchanged; e. g ., Lev. xxvii. 10, oux d\\d%ei 
.... xaXbv ‘Tovrjpfy. Ibid. aWd<~7j .... xrtjvog xryjvti. Lev. xxvii. 33. 
Ex. xiii. 13. The classic writers usually say, dXXdcceiv ri rmg t or ri 
avr/ mb? but sometimes dXkdaau ri rut. I find no construction like 
this in ver. 23, except in Ps. cv. 20, wherein the Sept. ijXXd^avro rqv 
bo^av avroZ ev 6 { tiotu>'Aan fi6c"Xo\j occurs. Tholuck says, that h bfLon^iuxn 
stands for it; o^o.oj/xa' and he construes it here as meaning the trans¬ 
muting of one thing into another , i. e ., making out of one thing some¬ 
thing different from it. But this is not the common use of aXXa<r<r«, 
in cases like ours, although the verb occasionally admits of this 
sense (see ver. 26 below, where, however, the Accusative with $/$ is 
employed). But usually it means to commute one thing FOR another 
(not to transmute one thing into another). Nor can it be the design 
of Paul to say, that the heathen changed the glorious and immortal 
God into an image of perishable man and animals, (for how could 
they do this?) but to say that they exchanged the former (as an ob¬ 
ject of worship) for the latter; which is the exact state of the case. 

Such being the fact, both as to the sense of the passage and the 
more usual construction of the verb dXXdaau}, I must regard iv b/iot- 
ujfian here as being of the same import and design as the simple 
Dative unattended with the preposition; of which examples are not 
wanting in the New Testament, and which Ps. cv. 20, confirms. 

’Ev ot±otu)(j,<xrt dx6vog is like the Hebrew the resemblance of 

the image , t. e. y an image resembling or like unto . <P0a%roZ is designed 
as the antithesis of apdaerw, and means frail, perishable , mortal . 

Hituvuv x. r. X- How extensively such idolatry as is here described, 
has been and still is practised among the heathen, is too well known 

F 
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to need any foimal proof in the present case. Juvenal (Sat. xv.) has 
drawn an admirable picture of Egyptian superstitions. The follow¬ 
ing lines are sufficiently graphic: 

“ Quia neacit .... qualia demens 
iEgyptus portenta colat ? Crocodilon adorak 
Pars luec; ilia parit saturam .serpentlbus Ibim. 

Oppida tola canem venerantur, nemo Dianara 

And after saying that they worshipped various productions of the 
earth, and even culinary vegetables, he exclaims: 

“O eanccas gentea, quibus hsec nascuntur in hortis 
Numina I '* 

Comp. Ps. cxv. cxxxv. 15, seq. Is. xliv.. 9—17, where is a mo9t vivid 
description, in some of its traits not unlike to the hints in Horace, 
Lib. I. Sat. 8. 

(24) Such was the impiety and folly of the heathen. Even their 
philosophers and learned men could not be exempted from part of 
the charges here brought against the Gentiles* On account of such 
sins, God even gave them up to their own lusts; d/o xai xuf-day.sv .... 
anavvoisiw, wherefore God even gave them up , in the lusts of their 
hearts , to impurity; i. r., God gave them over to the pursuit of their 
lusts, and to the dreadful consequences which follow such a course, 
because they were so desperately bent upon the pursuit of these ob¬ 
jects, and would hearken to none of the instructions which the book 
of nature communicated. The imputation is, that in apostatizing 
from the true God, and betaking themselves to the worship of idols, 
they had at the same time been the devoted slaves of lust; which in¬ 
deed seems here also, by implication, to be assigned as the reason or 
ground of their apostacy. Every one knows, moreover, that among 
almost all the various forms of heathenism, impurity has been either 
a direct or indirect service in its pretended religious duties. Witness 
the shocking law among the Babylonians, that every woman should 
prostitute herself, at least once, before the shrine of their Venus. It 
is needless to say, that the worshippers of Venus in Greece and Rome 
practised such rites: or that the mysteries of heathenism, of which 
Paul says “ it is a shame even to speak,” allowed a still greater lati¬ 
tude of indulgence. Nor is it necessary to describe the obscene and 
bloody rites practised in Hindoostan, in the South Sea and the Sand¬ 
wich Islands, and generally among the heathen. Polytheism and 
idolatry have nearly always been a religion of obscenity and blood . 
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Tills the apostle plainly intimates; for after saying that men had 
substituted idols for the only living and true God, he immediately 
subjoins: ‘Wherefore God gave up them to pursue their lusts, who 
were so eager in pursuit of them.’ This of course is taking it for 
granted, that in plunging into polytheism and idolatry, they had at 
the same time plunged deep into the mire of impurity. How well 
such a representation accords with fact, the history of heathenism 
will testify most abundantly. It lies on the face of almost every 
page, written in characters * which he who runneth may read.’ 

The 3/o her.- = 3/a 5, on account of which, for which reason . For 
substance it has the same sense with 3/or/; yet it is employed more 
frequently in the way of illation , while it has a more specifically 
relative meaning than 3/or/. Thus 3/or/ in ver. 19, stands at the head 
of a declaration intended to illustrate and establish the truth of the 
preceding assertion; so again of 3/oV/ in ver. 21; but 3/o in ver. 24, 
stands at the head of an illation from all the preceding premises in 
verses 19—23. 

Ilafs3wxe, gave up , gave over , t. e., left them to pursue their own de¬ 
sires, without checking them by such restraints as he usually imposes 
on those who are not hardened and obstinate offenders. It seems 
here neither to denote an active ‘plunging into sin/ on the one hand; 
nor a ‘ mere inactive letting alone/ on the other; but a withholding, 
by way of just retribution for their offences, such restraints as I have 
just described. The yei'b/ra^ah'boj/xt is commonly employed to desig¬ 
nate delivering over to prison (Acts viii. 3), to bonds (2 Pet. ii. 4), 
to the executioner or condemning judge (Matt, xviii. 34, xxvii. 2, 
26). So here it is a giving or delivering over to the consequences 
of their own lusts, i. e a judicial abandonment of wicked heathen. 

y F.v rate in their lusts , i. e. } God gave them up [being] 

in their lusts, tig dxatfa^ovav x. r. But most critics construe ev here as 
meaning by in the sense of on account of by reason of. The sense is 
good, indeed, when rendered in this way, and the nsus loquemh 
above exception; see Bretschn. Lex. ev No. 6. ed. 2nd. But I pre¬ 
fer to render it in the following way, viz. God gave up them T hr eg 
being] in their lusts , &c.; i. e., he gave them up who were filled 
with lust, lie gave them up to the pursuit of it, he abandoned them 
to the pci verse desires of their own hearts, and to the consequences 
which would follow. In this way, ev ra/j ; s^idvjxiatg tojv xaghojv becomes 
equivalent to an adjective qualifying auroCg. Of a usage like this in 
respect to the Dative, with ev before it, the New Testament affords 
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most ample proofs; e. y., Luke iv. 32, iv igo vriyqv 6 XoyogauroZ, his word 

w, is powerful; Lev. i. 10, iyevo^v iv rrvevfLan, I was inspired; John 
xvi. 25, iv ‘Tutiifjbiatg XaXeTv, to speak parabolically ; John v. 5, h dadeveiq 
tyjw, being weak; Rom. xvi. 7, oi yeyovauiv iv Xgiorut, who became 
Christians; and thus very often, as may be seen in Bretschn. Lex. 
h. No. 5. Comp. Ps. lxxxi. 13. y Ev employed in this way, may be 
called iv conditionis; inasmuch as the noun before which it stands, 
serves to designate condition , habitude , or relation . J Ev thus em¬ 
ployed agrees with the so-called ? predicate of the Hebrews, 1 . e. s 3 
prefixed to a noun which i3 employed in the sense of an adjective. 

E is axaQaoffl av, to the practice of impurity , where eig before the Ac¬ 
cusative denotes, as usual, the object for which any thing is, or is done. 
The sense is the same as eig ro ercitTv r^v axada^tr/av. 

Too dTifidgeotlai . . . . sv eavroTg, to dishonour their own bodies amour] 
themselves , or that their own bodies should be mutually dishonoured 
jdrtfj,uge<n)Gu in the Passive). ToZ dri^dgecOat is constructed after 
trufedzr/.e implied. This kind of Infinitive (viz. the Infinitive with 
toZ before it) has, until recently, been generally reckoned as an imi¬ 
tation of the Hebrew Inf. with K But Winer (N. Test. Gramm. 
§ 45. 4, ed. 3rd) has shown abundantly that it is no Hebraism, but 
is very common in the Greek classics; see my N. Test. Gramm. 
§ 138. The older critics used to solve this form of the Infinitive 
(where to D intimates design , object , end), by supplying evexa or ydgiv 
before it. Winer constructs to D dri^aCeadai, in the present case, by 
making it the Genitive after dxaQagaiav. I prefer the other method, 
which makes the clause epexegetical. 

In respect to the fact of dishonouring their own bodies , i. e., sub¬ 
jecting themselves to base and degrading lusts, we shall see more in 
the sequel. 

*Ev eavTo/g, among themselves. For this frequent sense of iv, see 
Bretschn. Lex. iv I. 6. 

(25) A repetition of the idea contained in ver. 23—xa i rjXXaguv 

x. r. X, but with some additions. O'irmg fLtr^XXagav . . . . ^eZZei who 
exchanged the true God for a false one. y AXrjdetav roZ OeoZ = tov dXr,3rj 
©e&v. More usually it is the latter of two nouns which is employed 
as an adjective in order to qualify the former: but sometimes the first 
noun performsthc office of an adjective; compare Heb. Gramm. §440. 
b . Both dXh&eiav and ^eudei are examples of the abstract for the co?i- 
crete; -^eZdei corresponding to the Hebrew fcW IpBf, which are 
so often employed to designate idols. In regard to fHTr,XXagav .... 
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o rfi -\[/f udti, see on jjWagav . ev cpoiuifLciri in verse 23. But d,x^- 

&(ta may be rendered true worship , and -J/g vhu false worship . 

K ai hefidattriaav .... xWcravrce, and worshipped and served the crea¬ 
ture more than the Creator .—2 spaced signifies to venerate , to worship , 
and designates the state of mind in the worshipper. The Aorists 
passive often have the sense of the Middle voice, and so, therefore, 
not unfrequently have an active sense, as here: N. Test. Gramm. § 
61, 1. Aargiuw designates either internal worship (see vcr. 9 above), 
or external. Here, as it is joined with cefidfy'Aai, it more naturally 
designates the external rites of the heathen religion.—T?j xWue/, tlte 
creature , created things ; see the close of verse 23.—na^a, more than , 
above; compare Luke iii. 13. Heb. i. 4. iii. 3. ix. 23. xi. 4. &c.; and 
see Brctschn. Lex. nagd III. 2. e. But here the sense seems to re¬ 
quire nagd to be rendered, rather than . 

”Og Urn . . . who is blessed for ever , Amen. Doxologics oi 

this nature are not unusual in the writings of Paul; see Gal. i. 5. 
Rom. ix. 5. 2 Cor. xi. 31. The Jewish Iiabbies from time imme¬ 
morial have been accustomed to add a doxology of the like nature, 
whenever they have had occasion to utter any thing which might 
seem reproachful to God. The Mohammedans have borrowed this 
custom from them, and practise it to a great extent. Tholuck men¬ 
tions an Arabic manuscript in the library at Berlin, which contains 
an account of heresies in respect to Islamism; and so often as the 
writer has occasion to name a new heretical sect, he immediately 
adds: i God be exalted above all which they say P—EuXoyjjro's means 
worthy of praise , deserving to be ea tolled . 

'AfLriVy the usual response of the Hebrew solemn assemblies to the 
words or precopts of the law, when read; see Deut. xxvii. 15—26. 
The Hebrew means verum , certum , ratum sit i. e.,ita sit; which 

is the usual sense of in the New Testament, as in Rom. ix. 5. 
xi. 36. Gal. i. 5. Eph. iii. 21, et al. saepc. As to the custom of pub¬ 
lic religious assemblies in respect to using this word, see 1 Cor. xiv. 
16. It is to be understood as a solemn expression of assent to what 
lms been said, and an approbation of it on the part of those who use it. 

(26) As ver. 25 is a repetition and amplification of the sentiment 
in ver. 23.; so vers. 26, 27, are a repetition and amplification of the 
sentiment in ver. 24. There is the same connection in both cases; 
e. g.j after asserting the idolatry of the heathen in vcr. 25, the opo- 
Btle proceeds (as in ver. 24) to say: A/a toZto x . t . X., i. e. y because they 
became idolaters and polytheists, God gave them up to the vile pas- 
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sions which they indulged in this species of worship.— A/a rouro .... 
un/Mias on account of this (Their idolatry] God gave them up to base 
vassions. For the sense of vapdujxev 6 Qeog, see verse 24.— Hd&7 t dn- 
jutag, base passions , where dnpiag (the latter of two nouns in regi¬ 
men) holds the place of an adjective, agreeable to common usage; 
see the remarks on verse 25. 

A? re ydo .... <pvav, for their women exchanged their natural usage , 
into that which is unnatural or against nature . TLa?d not unfrequently 
has the sense here assigned, as may be seen in the lexicons; comp. 
Acts xviii. 13. So Plato 'raid <pv<nv r k hwr\ y unnatural pleasure, 

Qvcr/.iv yjphcw means usus venereus. But whether the apostle refers 
here to the Greek rpftdheg or kraip'<rrpou, or to those who were guilty 
of prostituting themselves in the vile and unnatural manner men¬ 
tioned in verse 27, it would be difficult to determine ; nor is it neces¬ 
sary. Those who wish to trace evidences of the facts alluded to, 
may consult Seneca, Ep. 95. Martial Epigr. I. 90. Athemeus, 
Deipnos. 13. p. 605. Tholuck on the State of the heathen World, 
in Neander’s JDenkwiirdigkeiten, I. p. 143 seq., translated in the 
Biblical Repository , vol. II. Sueton. Nero, 28. 

(27) 'O/ao/cjs re xa) .... dWqXoig in like manner , also, the males , 
leaving the natural use of the female , burned in their lust toward each 
other . Literally 6/xo/wj re xa) may be rendered moreover , in like man¬ 
ner too. Ti xa/ is often employed in enumerating particulars, in order 
to designate an intimate connection between them. This it signifies 
in a more emphatic manner than xa/simply; and in this respect the 
Greek re answers well to the Lat. que . Ts is employed rather to 
annex clauses than words , and in this respect differs from xa/* at the 
same time re is more commonly connected only with clauses which 
are not necessary to complete the sentence in itself, but are epex- 
egetical, L e., serve for confirmation, illustration, amplification, &c. 
But in this instance some good Codd.,and many versions and fathers, 
read be instead of rs m and he is preferred by many critics. 

The evidences of the fact here stated by the apostle are too nu¬ 
merous and prominent among the heathen writers to need even a 
reference to them. Virgil himself , c the chaste Virgil/ as he has been 
often called, has a Corydon amabat Alexin, without seeming to feel 
the necessity of a blush for it. Such a fact sets the whole matter 
in the open day. That at Athens and Rome Kat8ega<fria was a very 
common and habitual thing, needs no proof to one who has read the 
Greek and Latin classics, especially the amatory poets, to any con- 
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eiderable extent. Plutarch tells us that Solon practised it; and Dio¬ 
genes Laertius says the same of the Stoic Zeno. Need we be sur¬ 
prised, then, if the same horrible vice was frequent in the more bar¬ 
barous part§ of Greece and the Roman empire? Would God that 
nations called Christian were not reproachable with it; and that the 
great cities of the old world (possibly of the new also), did not ex¬ 
hibit examples of it almost as flagrant as those of Greece and Rome! 

"A gfftves .... xaregyu^ojuevo/. males with males doing that which is 
shameful . A further description of what the writer means, so as to 
leave no doubt about the design of the preceding affirmation. 

K at rr,v .... u'7ro\a(j,f3uvovTfg, and receiving in themselves the reward 
which is due to their error . The apostle doubtless means, here, the 
evil consequences, both physical and moral, which followed the prac¬ 
tices on which he is animadverting. In respect to the first, their 
bodies were weakened, their health impaired, and premature old age 
came on both in a mental and physical respect. With regard to the 
second, what else could be expected from those who sunk themselves 
far below the brute creation, but that their moral sense would be 
degraded, their conscience “seared with a hot iron,” and all the finer 
feelings and delicate sensibilities of life utterly extinguished? No 
example in the whole brute creation can be produced, which resem¬ 
bles the degradation of the ^aib^aarai' and it follows, by an immu¬ 
table law of a sin-hating God which is impressed on the very nature 
of all moral beings, that degradation and shame should result from 
the gratification of viler than beastly appetites. The despots, princes, 
and rich men of the East, who practise polygamy and keep extensive 
harems, are usually superannuated by the time they are forty years 
of age; how much more might this be naturally expected, as to tho 
offenders mentioned in the verses under examination ? 

( 28 ) Ka/ . . . . sv sirtyvutti, and inasmuch as they did not 

like to retain God in their knowledge. usually means to try, 

prove f examine , &c. But a secondary sense of the word is, to ap¬ 
prove , to choose; like to boxi/ios approved , accepted , agreeable , Sec. 
The apostle means here to say, that the heathen voluntarily rejected 
the knowledge of the true God, which, to a certain and important 
extent, they might have gathered from the book of nature so widely 
spread open before them —*E^e/v iv IntyvuGu may be considered as equi¬ 
valent to finytvuKfxeiv ; or, which is still better, to designate that fail¬ 
ure to retain in their knowledge what God had revealed to them in the 
book of nature, which book the apostle accuses them of neglecting. 



88 


ROMANS I. 29. 


TLagedtoxtv .... voDv, God gave them up to a reprohate mind. See 
on ver. 24 for nrafzdwxtv. —’A boxipog is the negative or antithesis of 
doxipog' and therefore means reprohate , that which is to he rejected , 
unapproved. Beza has rendered this adjective as though it had 
a neuter active sense, a mind incapable of judging . But the 
usus loquendi will not bear this; although adjectives in -ipog some¬ 
times have an active sense ; see Buttm. ausftihrl. Sprachl. 2 Abth. 
p. 341. The meaning here of adoxi/iov vovv is wicked or vile mind, 
which is deserving of condemnation or execration. There is here 
an evident paronomasia of dbcxtpov with eboxipaijav. 

jloitft ra p% xaO^xovra, to do those things which are disgraceful , i e ., 
which are indecorous, shameful. God, in his righteous judgment, 
abandoned those who practised such vices to the legitimate conse¬ 
quences of their own passions and conduct. 

(29) H€‘7r\7}otopzvovs, filed, full of, abounding in . The construc¬ 
tion, if completed, would be \jraoeduxev uurovgo vev\r,oct>ps90vg x. r. 
X.; 60 that crecX^w/tevot/j agrees with avrovg in the preceding verse. 
It is here followed by the Dative of the succeeding nouns; and so in 
some other cases, Wahl’s Lex. under -xX^ow. The Genitive is more 
common after verbs of abounding. 

J A dixia is a generic word here, iniquity , sin, which comprehends all 
the particular vices that are afterwards named .—Ilogveicf is omitted in 
some manuscripts, viz. A. B. C., several younger MSS., and some of 
the versions and fathers. In some, it is placed after crov^/a. The 
enumeration seems quite incomplete without it; as it is ft sin which 
most of all was universal among the heathen. In the New Testa¬ 
ment, the {rogn/a has an extended sense, comprehending all illicit in¬ 
tercourse, whether fornication, adultery, incest, or any other venus 
illicita. See Bretsch. Lex. on the w T ord. 

Uovri^ia, malice , i. e ., versuta et fallax nocendi ratio , as Grotius de¬ 
fines it. Malice is a wicked desire or intention of doing harm to 
others, in a fraudulent and deceitful manner. This word is omitted 
in D. E. G. in codd. Clar. Boern.; which generally read, ddtrJq, 
xax/a, Kogveta, *\eovtj~iq, x. r, X.—nXEoveJ/a, covetousness. Where luxury 
abounds, and devotedness to sinful pleasures, there a thirst for gold 
will also reign, because it is necessary to supply the means of plea¬ 
sure. Petronius strikingly represents Rome as covetous of the wealth 
of other nations, in the following manner :— 

.... Si quis sinus ubditus ultra. 

Si qua foret tellus qmc fulvum mitteret aunim, 
llostin erut, fnlisque iu tristia bclla paratk 
Qu*rebnntur opes. 
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Kax/a, among the Greeks, was the antithesis of dgETjj, when taken 
in a generic sense. But when taken (as here) in a limited one, it 
means the habit of doing mischief or harm to others in any way. 
It differs from cr ov^ia, malice y inasmuch as that more particularly 
designates a state of mind, and the craftiness by which the purposes 
it forms are to be executed. Kaxia means any kind of injurious 
treatment. 

Msffroj; is of the same meaning as but it seems to be 

introduced here merely for the sake of varying the construction of so 
many nouns. As it governs the Genitive, so the Genitive here fol ¬ 
lows it, and this makes a variety in the construction. The ellipsis 
is as before, [rrafsdcjxev auroug o 0£^;] /AEGroug x. r. X.— <$>t)6vog y envy y seems 
to be a widely spread passion of the human breast. It exists at al¬ 
most all times and in all places, where one part of the community is, 
or is thought to be, more happy or distinguished than another. This 
pa&sion was in the highest degree predominant at Rome.— <&6vog, mur¬ 
der or manslaughter , both public and private, legalized and forbid¬ 
den, was extremely frequent at Rome; e. g. y the gladiatorial fights, 
the destruction of slaves, the executions by the Roman emperor’s 
orders, and deaths by poison, assassination, &c.—“Eg/g of course fol¬ 
lowed on in such a train.—A okog is strikingly exemplified by a verse 
of Juvenal: “ Quid Roraae faciein? Mentiri nescio,” Sat. III. 41.— 
K axc7)$tta means malevolence , particularly that species of it which 
perverts the words and actions of another, and puts a wrong con¬ 
struction on them in order to gratify a love of mischief, when it was 
easy and proper to put a good construction upon them. It differs 
specifically , therefore, from rrov?jg/a. 

(30) Yjdue/tTTqg means a slanderer in secret. —KaraXaXo;, a slanderer 
in public .—©f©m»ye/$, haters of God . Grotius says, it should be 
written Seo arvyeig, i. e. y with the tone or accent on the penult, in order 
to have an active sense. But this is not necessary; for Suidas de- 
iyies bfocJTuyj/j; (oxytone) by oi bnb Seou /aigov/aevoi, xa) c/Seiv fit goovt e g. 
In the same manner Passow gives the meaning of the word. That 
the active sense is here required, the context clearly shows; inasmuch 
as the vices of men are here designated, not the punishment of them. 
— 'rfipGTug, reproachful , £. e ., lacerating others by slanderous, abusive, 
passionate declarations.— gypdvoug, proud y i. e. t looking with dis¬ 
dain upon others, and thinking highly of themselves. — *AXu^6vag f 
boasters , i. e., glorying in that which does not belong to them, whether 
wealth, learning, talents, or any tiling else.— f Eptvefrdc xaxuv, inventors 
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of evil things . This doubtless refers to the inventions in luxuries, 
vices, &c., which were constantly taking place in the great cities of 
ancient times, where there was a competition in pleasures among the 
wealthy. Tovtv<nv unsiOsTg, disobedient to parents; a vice exceedingly 
common among the heathen, multitudes of whom cast out their 
parents, when they are old, to perish from hunger, or cold, or by the 
wild beasts. The accusative cases, throughout this and the follow¬ 
ing verses, are all governed by vafeduxw 6 ©soc, brought forward from 
verse 28 in the mind of the writer, and to be supplied by the reader. 

(31) *A<ruverou$, inconsiderate or foolish ; compare verses 21, 22.— 

’ Atuv&erous, covenant breakers , perfidious. —’A aroeyoug destitute oj 
natural affection . The writer probably refers here, to the usual prac¬ 
tices among the heathen of exposing young children to perish, when 
the parents had more of them than they thought themselves able to 
maintain, or had such as they did not wish to take the trouble of 
bringing up. Tertullian (in Apologetico) repeats this accusation 
against them in a tremendous manner: “ . . . . qui natos sibi liberos 
enecant . . . crudelius in aqua spiritum extorquetis, aut frigori et 
fami et canibus exponitis.”— * A<f^6vdovs f implacable , qui pactum non 
admittit. Some manuscripts (A. B. D. E. G. et al.) omit the word; 
but still its authority does not seem fairly to be doubtful. This is 
a well-known trait of the heathen character, exemplified in a most 
striking manner by the Aborigines of this country. —’Avg \tf){Movas, des¬ 
titute of compassion , unmerciful . What, for example, are or were 
the provisions made for the poor and suffering, among the heathen? 

(32) Oirtnq .... ecr/yvovrg?, who knowing the ordinance of God . 
’Effr/vovres is here to be taken in the like sense with yvovre; in ver. 21; 
see the remarks on this. In Rom. ii. 14, 15, Paul asserts that ‘the 
heathen who have no written law (revelation), are a law to them¬ 
selves, for they give evidence that the requisitions of the divine law 
are written upon their hearts,’ He refers of course, in these and 
the like expressions, to leading and principal traits of moral duty. 
So in our text, when he speaks of the Gentiles as knowing God , he 
means, that the disclosures made respecting God in the works of 
nature, and respecting the duties which he demanded of them in 
their own consciences or moral sense, were of such a kind as fairly 
to give them an opportunity of knowing something respecting the 
great outlines of duty, and of rendering them inexcusable for ne¬ 
glecting it. 

Ti foxaiwfia, statute , ordinance , precept . The Seventy employ it 
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often, in order to translate the Hebrew pn, The use 

of 3/x aiupa in such a way, seems to be quite Hellenistic . Suidas, 
however, defines it thus : 5/xa/w/xara* vo/iog, IvroXaL Clear cases of 
usage in such a sense, are l Macc. i. 13. rronTv rd dtxaujjfiara ruv e$vw 
and Test. XII. Patriarch., voieTv rd 5/xa/w/i ara Kug/ou, xal bnaxoUiv evroXug 
0£oD, Fabric. Cod. Pseudep. I. 603. 

What the dixaiw/ta, or P n is which the heathen knew or might 
have known, is now declared, viz., on ot ... . e/V/V, that they who do 
such things [such as he had just been mentioning], are worthy of 
death . As the affirmation here has respect to those who did not 
enjoy the knowledge of a written revelation, so death can hardly be 
taken in the full and exact scriptural sense of the word; (on this 
sense, see the remarks on Pom. v. 12). It must, however, be taken 
in a sense strictly analogous with this, viz., as meaning punishment , 
misery , suffering. The very nature of the term implies this. That 
the word Oava rou is figuratively , not literally employed here, is suf¬ 
ficiently plain from an inspection of the catalogue of vices which the 
apostle had just named. Surely lie does not mean to say, that all 
of these deserved capital punishment from the civil magistrate in the 
literal sense; and that this was a case so plain, that the heathen 
themselves clearly recognised it. 

A certain degree of vitiosity is manifested, by the commission of 
crimes or the practice of wickedness; in some cases a very high 
degree. But still, in many cases crimes are the result of a sudden 
impetus of passion and temptation, in the midst of which men aban¬ 
don reflection. It requires, therefore, in the main, a higher degree 
of depravity coolly to applaud and deliberately to justify and encour¬ 
age wickedness already committed or to be committed, than it does 
to commit it in the moment of excitement. Hence the apostle con¬ 
siders this as the very climax of all the charges which he had to 
bring against the heathen, that they not only plunged into acts of 
wickedness, but had given their more deliberate approbation to such 
doings. Ou (aqvov .... ngdfsaovffi, not only do the same things , but 
even commend those who do them . It is often the case, that wicked 
men, whose consciences have been enlightened, speak reproachfully 
of others who practise such vices as they themselves indulge in. 
Few profligate parents, for example, are willing that their children 
should sustain the same character with themselves. But when wo 
find, as in some cases we may do, such parents encouraging and 
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applauding their children in acts of wickedness, ws justly consider 
it as evidence of the very highest kind of depravity. 

There is some variety in the readings of the M6S. and Versions* 
as to ffflr/yroms, but not enough to render its authority doubtful. 


It is of such depravity as this, that the apostle accuses the heathen. 
And justly; for even their philosophers and the best educated among 
them, stood chargeable with such an accusation. For example; 
both the Epicureans and the Stoic3 allowed and defended rratbi^acria, 
and incest, numbering these horrid crimes among the abidtpoga, things 
indifferent . Aristotle and Cicero justify revenge. Aristotle (Polit. 
I. 8) represents war upon barbarous nations to be nothing more than 
a species of hunting , and as altogether justifiable. The same writer 
justifies forcible abortion, Polit. VII. 16. Other philosophers repre¬ 
sent virtue and vice as the mere creatures of statute and arbitrary 
custom; or (to use the words of Justin) they maintain, <arjoc* ihat 
asgr^v ft, 7j5s xax/av, do^p be fiovov rovg aWJguj-jrou; 7} a yaOa r\ xaxa raj~a, 
yytToQcu, that there is nothing either virtuous or vicious, but that 
things are made good or evil merely by the force of opinion . 

This is sufficient to justify the declaration of the apostle; for if 
philosophers thought and reasoned thus, what must the common peo¬ 
ple have done, who were more exclusively led by their appetites and 
passions? The picture is, indeed, a dreadful one; it is truly revolt¬ 
ing in every sense of the word. But that it is just, nay, that it ac¬ 
tually comes short of the real state of things, particularly on the 
score of impurity and cruelty, there cannot be the least doubt on the 
part of any man who is acquainted with the ancient state of the 
heathen world, and of Rome in particular. Poets, philosophers, and 
historians, have confirmed the words of Paul: and the relics of an¬ 
cient cities in Italy, (in pictures, carvings, statues, &c.)—cities de¬ 
stroyed near the time when the apostle lived—bear most ample testi¬ 
mony to what he has said of their lasciviousness and shameless pro¬ 
fligacy. One has only to add, with the deepest distress, that in 
many of the great cities of countries called Christian, there is fearful 
reason to believe that there are abominations practised in various 
respects, which even exceed any inventions of heathen depravity. 
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How often is one obliged to exclaim with the apostle, vocfeSwxev odirou; 
o Qtog I The evidence of this lies in more than beastly degradation. 

It has frequently been asked, whether the apostle intended here to 
draw a picture of the philosophers and sophists, or only of the com¬ 
mon people: whether he meant to say that all the heathen were 
guilty of the vices which he names, or only a part of them, &c. The 
answer to these questions has in part been given above; and as to the 
rest, it seems not to be difficult. It is sufficiently plain, I trust, 
from the nature of the case, as has been already stated, that Paul 
does not mean to assert of every individual among the heathen, that 
he stood chargeable with each and every crime here specified. This 
is impossible. He means only to say, that these and the like vices 
(for surely they were guilty of many others), were notorious and 
common among the heathen; and that every individual capable of 
sinning, philosophers and common people, stood chargeable, in a 
greater or less degree, with some of them. In this way he makes 
out a part of his main proposition, viz. that all men are under sin ; 
consequently that all are in a lost condition , or in a state of condem¬ 
nation . These declarations being established, it follows of course 
that all men need a Saviour, and can he delivered from the curse of 
the divine law, only by means of atoning blood, which procures gratui¬ 
tous pardon for them . 

That the apostle has been here describing the heathen, is clear 
from verses 20—23, where all that is said applies in its proper force 
only to them. 

That the heathen had a moral sense, is clear from Rom. ii. 14, 
15. One may even suppose it to be probable that some of them did, 
to a certain extent, obey this internal law ; at least, we may well 
suppose that they could obey it. This seems to be implied in Rom. 
ii. 26, and perhaps in Acts x. 35. It is on this basis that the apostle 
grounds his charges of guilt against them. They knew, at least they 
might have known, that what they did was against the law of nature, 
against their consciences, against their internal persuasion with re¬ 
spect to right and wrong. Consequently they were verily guilty in 
the sight of God; not for transgressing the precepts of a revelation 
never made known to them, but for violating a law that was within 
them, and shutting their eyes against the testimony of the natural 
world. Most clearly and fully does the apostle recognise and teach 
all this, Rom. ii. 12—16, 26, 27. Consequently no one can accuse 
God of injustice, because he blames and condemns the heathen; for 
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he makes the law which was known to them the measure of their 
blame and condemnation (Rom. ii. 12, seq.), and not a revelation 
with which they were not acquainted. 

When this subject, therefore, is contemplated in its full and proper 
light, it becomes clear, that neither the accusations of the apostle, 
nor the deductions which he makes from them, are subject to any 
just exception. Thus far his argument is good, and conclusive. It 
is clear that the Gentiles need a Saviour; it is equally clear that 
they need gratuitous justification, and that they must perish without 
such a provision for them. It remains then to be seen, whether the 
same things can be established with respect to the Jews. 

On the method of establishing the declaration which the apostle 
makes concerning the depravity of the Gentiles, it may be proper 
here to add a single remark. He goes into no formal argument. In 
the passage which we have been considering, he does not even appeal 
(as he sometimes does, Tit. i. 12), to the testimony of their own 
writers. The ground of this must be, that the facts were plain, pal¬ 
pable, well known, and acknowledged by all. To mention them 
merely, was to establish his allegation; the appeal being made to the 
certain knowledge of every reader. In particular, he was well as¬ 
sured that the Jewish part of his readers would call in question none 
of the allegations which he made in relation to the vices of the 
Gentiles. There was no need, therefore, of any more formal proof 
on the present occasion. A plain statement of the case was suffi¬ 
cient. We shall see that the writer occupies more time, and makes 
greater effort, to confirm his declarations respecting the Jews. 

Reiche, in his recent Commentary (p. 173 seq.), labours to show, 
that the giving over of the heathen to their lusts, &c., must mean an 
active hardening of them, or demoralization of them on the part of 
God. This, however, he does not consider as the apostle's real 
opinion, but only his argument xaf avtlgwcov, i. e ., in conformity with 
the Jewish prejudices and modes of argument in respect to the hea¬ 
then. In like manner he considers the criminality whieli the apostle 
attaches to idol-worship, in verses 21 — 25, to be an allegation xar 
'/rfgvvrov. One is pained to meet with not a few remarks of this na¬ 
ture, in a work as valuable in many respects ns the Commentary of 
this writer is. What means the second commandment? And what, 
all the zeal testified through the Old Test, against the sin of idol- 
worship ? And how was the apostle to convict the Gentiles at Rome, 
by employing a mere xar' aJewish opinion or prejudice, ns an 
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argument against them ? Neither the frankness, the sincerity, nor 
the good sense of the apostle, wilj permit me to accede to the senti¬ 
ments of Reiche. 


CHAP. II. 1—29. 


Tiie apostle, having thus concluded his short but very significant view of the heathen worlt 
now turns to address liis own nation, the Jews, in order to show them that they stood in nee*" 
of the mercy proffered by the gospel, as really and as much as the Gentiles. But this he doe9 not 
proceed to do at once, and by direct address. He first prepares the way by illustrating and en¬ 
forcing the general proposition, that all who have a knowledge of what is right, and approve of 
it, but yet sin against it, are guilty; and as really so (for at first he goes no farther than this) as 
those who are so blinded as not to sec the loveliness and excellence of virtue, and who at the 
name time transgress its precepts. This he does in verses 1—10; in which, although he had the 
dews constantly In mind, he still advances only general propositions, applicable in common to 
ihem and to others; thus preparing the way, with great skill and judgment, for a more effectual 
charge to be made specifically against the Jews, iu the sequel of his discourse. Such a view of his 
discourse will render easy the solution of the agitated question: Whom does Paul address in 
verses 1 — 8 ? Lc Clerc supposes that he addresses the heathen philosophers; but Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, and Grotius, and others, that he addresses heathen magistrates. It seein9 quite plaio, 
at least to my mind, that he directly addresses neither the one nor the other of these here, nor 
liny other particular c'ass of men; hut tlmt he emptoys gatet'al propositions only, iu the verses, 
before us, and this, merely for the sake of preparing the way to convince the Jews, and to show 
that they too, as well as the Gentiles, are in a state of condemnation. In ver. 11 he first con." 
menccs the direct attack (if so it may be called) upon the Jews, and continues it more or less di¬ 
rectly, to chap. iii. 19. 

The words of Turretln (Expos. Epist. Pauli ad Rom. in cap. II.) are so much to my purpose, 
that I cunnot forbear quoting them. " Postquara ostendisset apostolus epistol* suse capitc prime, 
Gcntes ex propriia operihus juslificari non potuisse, eo quod deploratissimus eorum status esset; 
Idem jam Judrcis capite II. demonstrare aggreditur. Verum id facit dextre nec mediocri solertia, 
etatini ne nominatis quidem Judahs, positisque generalibus principiis, quorum veritatem et equi- 
tatera negare non poterant; quo facto, sensim eorum mentionem injicit; tandemquc dirccte eos 
compellat, vividaque ct pathctica oratione eorum coDscientlam pungit, facitquc ut dc propriiu 
peccalis volente3 nolentcs convinoantur. Et in his quidem omnibus, deprim it supercilium Judse 
orum, qui ceeteras gcnlcs sum mo contemptu habebant, iisque se longe meliores et Deo acceptiores 
glorlubuntur. At vero, non negatis Juda;orum ad cognilionem quod adlinct prairogativis, osten- 
dit eos, ad mores quod spectat, qua pars est religionis longo pnecipua, Gentibus haudquaquam 
meliores fuisse, proindeque Dei judicio et damnalioni haud minus obnoxios fore.” 

So far as the contents of the present chapter then are concerned, we have, in verses 1—8, the 
general considerations already named; in vers. 9—16, the apostle shows that the Jews must be 
accountable to God as really and truly, for the manner in which they treat the precepts contained 
in the Script urea, aa the heathen for the manner in which they demean themselves with respect to 
the law of nature; and that each must bo Judged, at last, according to the means of grace and 
improvement which he has enjoyed. 

In verses 17—29 he HdY&nces still farther, and makes a direct reference to the Jew alone. 
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He shows here, that those who sin against higher degrees of knowledge imparted by revelation, 
must be more guilty than those who have offended merely against the laws of nature; t. e., he 
plainly teaches the doctrine, that guilt is proportioned to the light and love that have been mani¬ 
fested, and yet been abused. The very pr.adcnce in knowledge, of which the Jews were so proud 
and so prone to boast, the apostle declares to bJ a ground of greater condemnation, in case tho?e 
who possessed it sinned against it; a doctrine consonant as truly with reason and conscience, as 
it is with the declarations of the Scriptures; compare John iii. 13. xv. 22—24. ix. 41. 


(1) A ib .... xrivujv, therefore thou art without excuse, Oman , evei y 
one that condemneth , or whosoever thou art that condemneth ,— A ib 
here has been made the subject of much discussion. The point of 
difficulty respecting it is, to show how it stands connected as nn illa¬ 
tive particle, with the preceding discourse. As it is made up of o/d 
and S, we cannot avoid the conclusion that the word is, in its own 
proper nature, illative . To my own mind, the connection appears to 
be thus: ‘Since it will be conceded, that those who know the or¬ 
dinances of God against such vices as have been named, and still 
practise them and applaud others for doing so, are worthy of punish¬ 
ment; it follows ( 8 / 0 , therefore ) that all who are so enlightened as to 
disapprove of such crimes, and who still commit them, are even yet 
more worthy of punishment.’ The apostle here takes the ground, 
that those who were so enlightened and instructed by revelation as 
to condemn the vices in question, would of course sin against motives 
of a higher kind than those which influenced the heathen who were 
possessed of less light. It must be conceded, indeed, that ounuloY.w/st 
in i. 32 is designed to aggravate the description of the guilt which 
the heathen incurred, (and in fact it does soj; yet it will not follow, 
that the sin of these heathen would not have been still greater, had 
they enjoyed such light from revelation, as would have led them 
fully to condemn those very sins in their own consciences, while they 
yet practised them. The main point, in the present chapter, seems 
to stand connected principally with the greater or less light as to 
duty. The heathen with less light went so far in vice as even to 
approve and applaud it, as well as to practise it; the Jew with more 
light was led irresistibly, as it were, to condemn such sins, but with 
all this light, and against all the remonstrances of his conscience, he 
violated the same precepts which the heathen violated. Now what 
the apostle would say, is, that he who sins while he possesses light 
enough to condemn the vice which he practises, is really and truly 
guilty, as well as he who sins while approving it. Pie takes it for 
granted that his readers will concede the point which he has asserted 
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respecting the guilt of the heathen; hence he draws the inference 
(<5/o), that on the like grounds they must condemn every one, who, 
like the Jew, sins against the voice of his conscience and against his 
better knowledge. 

In like manner Flatt (Comm, iiber d. Romer) makes out the con¬ 
nection of <W here : “ At 6, because thou knowest rb dixaiwiia rou 0eou‘ 
because thou knowest, that according to the divine decision they are 
worthy of punishment who practise such vices; because thou thyself 
dost acknowledge this <5/xa/w/xa &eou‘ so thou canst not excuse thyself 
for committing the like sins.” 

As to craj 6 the proposition made by it is indeed general; 

but this is plainly a matter of intention on the part of the writer. He 
means to include the Jews in it; but at the same time he commences 
his remarks on them in this general way, for the very purpose of 
approaching gradually and in an inoffensive manner the ultimate 
point which he has in view. 

'Ep (,5 y ct£ .... xaraxgive/e, for in respect to the same thing [which] 
thou condemnest in another , thou passest sentence of condemnation 
upon thyself; or, in condemning another , thou passest sentence on thy¬ 
self —’E> (fj, in respect to, with reference to; it may be translated, 
because that, inasmuch as, like the Hebrew The latter 

method would represent the apostle as saying : ‘For the very act of 
condemning another, is passing sentence upon thyself. 1 I prefer the 
former method, which represents him as saying : ‘ Thou who con- 
demnest, dost pass sentence on thyself in respect to the very point 
which is the subject of condemnation i. e., thou who condemnest 
the practice of the vices just named, inasmuch as thou practisest the very 
same vices, thou dost come under thine own condemnation. That 
xglv w has oftentimes the same sense substantially as xaraxyw, every 
good lexicon will show. Such mav be the case here; compare Matt, 
vii. 1. Luke vi. 37. Rom. xiv. 3, 4, 10, 13, 22. 1 Cor. iv. 5. Col. ii. 
16; or we may render the passage thus: ‘With that [sentence] 
which thou dost pass, 1 or ‘ while thou passest sentence’ (ip u) while, 
Mark ii. 19. Luke v. 3. John v. 7), viz. on the heathen, ‘ thou 
dost condemn thyself.’ 

The yag iu this clause is yug illustrantis vet confmnarttis: for the 
sentiments which follow are designed to show, that tu$o xgivuv is in¬ 
excusable, inasmuch as lie stands chargeable himself with the very 
crimes which he censures in others. 

Ta ydg .... <5 x^vuv, since thou who condemnest , doest the sarne 

G 
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things. The apostle asserts this, and leaves it to the conscience of 
his readers to bear witness to the truth of it, and to make the applica- 
tion. He has not yet named the Jews ; and therefore the charge is 
only implied , not expressed. As in the case where the woman taken 
in adultery was brought before the Saviour, and he said to her 
accusers : “ He that is without sin, let him cast the first stone,” and 
all withdrew because of conscious guilt; so here, the apostle says: 
‘Every one who condemns the heathen for the crimes specified, [he 
was well aware that the Jews did this with a loud voice], condemns 
himself, because he is guilty of the like vices.* How is this shown? 
Not by any arguments or testimonies; for Paul knew that these were 
unnecessary. He knew that the consciences of his readers would at 
once bear witness to the truth of his allegations. Therefore he leaves 
it to their consciences. But still, external testimony to the facts 
alleged is not wanting. That the Jews of this period were grossly 
corrupt, is certain from the accusations which Jesus so often brought 
against them, as recorded in the Gospels. We may make the appeal 
to Josephus also, and in particular to the description which he gives 
of Ilerod and his courtiers. 

The ydo in the present clause is also inserted, because this clause 
is designed to confirm the preceding one, and to show how he who 
judged did condemn himself. 

(2) 0/<3a/xev dt ... . rrodcffovracy for we knoiv that the judgment of God 
is according to truth y against those who do such things. The 5s here 
is rather difficult of interpretation. A proper and simple continua - 
tive of discourse it may occasionally be ; but such a sense without 
some indication of diversity or antithesis, is not usually to be at¬ 
tached to it. Not unfrequently it assumes the place of a causal 
particle, and is equivalent to ydo\ not because «3? of itself has the same 
signification as yug, but because it connects sentences, or parts of 
sentences, which have a causal relation. ‘In such cases,’ says Pas- 
sow, ‘it may be translated denj), i. e.,/or, since y &c. Here I take 
the connection of thought to be simply this : ‘ Thou art without ex¬ 
cuse, who, &c.’ ... t. e. y thou shalt not escape condemnation, * for 
we know that the judgment of God, &c/ Reiche gives 5= an adver¬ 
sative sense ; and to do so, he makes the sentiment opposed to be the 
supposition that i God would not judge men.’ But the preceding 
context does not supply this; and the above method of interpretation, 
which is grounded on the context, is more simple and obvious, and 
is equally conformed to idiom.—K^Z/xa ©eou means sentence of con - 
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demnation on the part of God, ©sou being Genitivus auctoris. — Kara 
alijfaiav may be construed in various ways ; viz. (1) It may be taken 
(as usual in the classics) for truly, verily; i. e ., just in the same sense 
as evrwj, aXrtdu;. This would make a good meaning in our verse ; but 
not the best. (2) It may mean the same as xard dixuioauv* j*, agree¬ 
ably to justice, inasmuch as aXrjhia often means vera religionis doc - 
trina, vera atque salutaris doctnna , &c. So Beza, Tholuck, and 
others. (3) A better sense still seems to be, agreeably to the real state 
of things , in accordance with truth as it respects the real character 
sustained by each individual. The sentiment then is: ‘ Think not 
to escape the judgment of God, thou who condemnest the vices of 
the heathen, and yet dost thyself practise them; whatever thy claims 
to the divine favour on account of thy birth or thy spiritual advan¬ 
tages may be, remember that the judgment of God will be according 
to the true state of the case, according to the real character which 
thou dost sustain.’ I prefer this method of interpretation, as it ren¬ 
ders the verse more significant, while the usus loquendi is fully re¬ 
tained. 

Ta roiavra, such things , viz. such as he had just been mentioning. 
Observe that the apostle does not accuse the <r a$ o xgivuv here of the 
very same things in all respects, (as aura in theprcceding verse might 
at first view appear to intimate) ; but he speaks of him who con¬ 
demns as doing ra roiaura. Nor is it to be understood by this, that 
every individual among the Jews, or even that any one, was charge¬ 
able with each and every vice which he had named. Enough that 
any one or more of these vices might be justly charged on all. And 
even if it could be said, that there might be individuals who gave no 
external proofs to men that they were guilty of any of these vices; 
there certainly were none who were not more or less guilty, in the 
sense in which our Saviour declares in his Sermon on the Mount 
that men may be guilty of murder and adultery, i . e ., spiritually , in¬ 
ternally , mentally . 

(3) Aoy/^7; o£ . . . . ©ecu, dost thou not think this , then , 0 man r ivho 
condemnest those that do such things , and doest the very same things , 
that thou shalt escape the judgment of God ? As, says Flatt, appears 
to stand for ovv’ but why, he has not shown. Bretschneider has bet¬ 
ter explained it in his lexicon: a As . . . . addii vim intei'rogationi 
Ae being in its proper nature adversative , it is very naturally em¬ 
ployed in replies, answers, or questions which are designed to be in 
opposition to something which another may have said, or may be 
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supposed to cherish in his thoughts. It gives energy to the reply in 
Greek; but it cannot always be translated into our own idiom, whose 
particles are often so insignificant compared with the Greek ones. In 
the present case, I know not what can be done with hi better than to 
render it then, which makes the sentence in English approach very 
near to the energetic form of the Greek. 

The sense of the verse appears to be as follows: i Thou who 
condemnest others for vicious indulgences and still dost thyself prac¬ 
tise the same, dost thou suppose, that while they cannot escape thy 
condemning sentence, thou canst escape the sentence of him who 
is of purer eyes than to behold iniquity?’ Well has Chrysostom 
paraphrased it: rh gov oux s^stpuytg xfifza, xai ri rou ©s&D Sia thou 
hast not escaped thine own condemnation; and shalt thou escape that 
of God ? 

(4) "h too . . . . xaraipgciveTg , or dost thou despise his abounding 
goodness, and forbearance , and long-suffering? The word 'tXoZtos 
is often employed by Paul in order to designate abundance, copious - 
ness; e . g., Eph. i. 7. ii. 7. i. 18. iii. 16. Rom. ix. 23. xi. 33, et alibi. 
The Seventy frequently employ it to translate P^n and Here 
ctaoCtou supplies the place of an adjective, and means abundant or 
abounding; comp. Heb. Gramm. § 440. b. 

XgTjGroTTiTog, kindness, benignity . y Kvoyfg, literally holding in, i. e ., 
checking or restraining indignation, forbearing to manifest displeasure 
against sin. Maxjo^/i/ac, longanimitas , TpK slowness to anger, 

forbearance to punish. Both words ( dvoyfg, and jj,axgodvpia,i) are of 
nearly the same import, and serve, as synonymes thus placed usually 
do, to give intensity to the expression. The meaning is as if the 
apostle had said: ‘ Despisest thou his abounding kindness and dis¬ 
tinguished forbearance to punish V 

Karafgoviw means to treat with contempt , either by word or by 
deed-. The apostle means to say here, that all the distinguished 
goodness which the 6 xg/vwv enjoyed, in consequence of his superior 
light, was practically neglected and contemned by him, inasmuch as 
he plunged into the same vices which the ignorant heathen prac¬ 
tised. 

y Ayvou>v .... a yet, not acknowledging that the goodness of God 
leadeth thee to repentance . y Ay vow in the sense of not recognizing or 
acknowledging . Tivwgxoj and the Hebrew in' often mean to recognize, 
to acknowledge; as may be seen in the lexicons.—Ti q., 

XgWTortis, by a common usage of the Greek tongue; compare rh yrnsro* 
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in i. 19 .— 9 Ay u, leads ; but as verbs often designate a tendency 
towards the action which they usually designate, as well as the spe¬ 
cific action itself, so here the tendency or fitness to accomplish the 
end is designated; compare John v. 21, eysiget, has the power or fac¬ 
ulty to raise up; ^qjovoiu, has the power of giving life; Rom. i. 21. 
yuuvng, having opportunity to know . The sentiment is, that the 
goodness of God which the 6 xfvuv enjoys in a peculiar manner, and 
which is manifested so highly in his forbearance to punish, is in¬ 
tended to teach him gratitude for his blessings, and of course sorrow 
(fLcruvoiav) for his offences in respect to that course of conduct which 
such a principle would dictate. Let the reader compare, for the sake 
of deeply impressing on his mind so important and striking a sen¬ 
timent, the passages in 2 Pet. iii. 9. Ezek. xviii. 23, 32. xxxiii. 11. 

(5) Kara d's . . . . v.c gd/av, according to thine obstinacy , however , 
and impenitent hearty or according to thy hard and impenitent heart . 
A£ naturally connects sentences or clauses which arc more or less 
antithetic; but the antithesis is sometimes implied merely, by what 
is said in the context, and not expressed. Here 1 take the antithetic 
sentiment to be: i( Thou art indeed hoping to escape the judgment 
of God, but instead of this thou art heaping up treasures of wrath, 
&c” As, here rendered however , naturally refers back to ver. 3, and 
is properly adversative to the thought which the impenitent mail 
cherishes. 2x\7)gor7)$ means insensibility of heart or mind, a state in 
w hich one is not duly affected by considerations presented to his 
mi d,— AfLtravor,rov xa^diav means a heart not so affected as to 
sorrow for sin, through the goodness of God which is designed to 
produce such an effect. It is by such spiritual insensibility or stu¬ 
pidity, that a sinner is aggravating his condemnation; so the next 
clause. 

0?j<rau£/£e/g . . . . tqu ©sou, thou art treasuring up for thyself wrath 
in the day of wrath , when the righteous judgment of God shall be 
revealed . ©?j<rau£/£e/g, to treasure up , i . e. y to lay up in store, to accu¬ 
mulate, to increase. In the choice of this term, there is a tacit 
reference of the mind to the preceding roD wXovrou rrjg y^riarorrirog '— 
2ea urp, for thyself Dativus incommodi (as grammarians say) ; com¬ 
pare Roin. xiii. 2. Matt, xxiii. 31. James v. 3. See N. Test. Gramm. 
§ 104. 2, Note 1.—’O gyyv, wrath, includes also the punishment which 
is the natural consequence of wrath. A day of punishment is called, 
in the Old Testament, into DV y Dpi DV, rnrp i % et) a day when 

the displeasure of Jehovah is manifested. 
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’E v nysga 6gyij$j i. ogyjjy [rr,v eaoys¥r,v ~| iv 7 h a^a ogyrig, indignation that 
will be shown or executed in the day of indignation , or punishment . 
— Kai a-ToxaXu^Ew; xa/ diKaioKpaiag may be taken as a Hendiadys, and 
rendered of revealed righteous judgment . The meaning is: 6 When 
God’s righteous judgment shall be revealed, L e., in the great day of 
judgment.’ Griesbach, with a majority of MSS., omits the second 
y.ai; which makes the reading more facile. 

(G) "Og cLxoh&au .... ayroD, who will render to every man accord¬ 
ing to his works, L e. y who will make retribution to every man, ac¬ 
cording to the tenor of his conduct. The sequel shows what distinc 
tion the supreme Judge will make between men of different charac¬ 
ters. ‘'E oya means here, as often elsewhere, all the developments 
which a man makes of himself, whether by outward or inward 
actions; compare John vi. 27. Rev. xiv. 13. xxii. 12. The word is 
indeed more commonly used to designate something done externally; 
but it is by no means confined to this sense. Thus hya voyov means 
any work which the law demands; ggya 0 eolT means such works as 
God requires; and in cases of this nature it will not be said, I trust, 
that God and his law do not require any thing but external works. 
It is truly surprising to see how many theories respecting future re¬ 
ward, have been made from this verse. The apprehension that Paul 
here contradicts salvation by grace, and makes it to depend on the 
merit of works, has no good foundation. The good works of the re¬ 
generate are imperfect. No man loves God with all his heart and 
his neighbour as himself But there is some real goodness in the 
works of the truly sanctified; and this will be rewarded, imperfect as 
it is, not on the ground of law (which would demand entire perfection), 
but on the ground of grace , which can consistently reward imperfect 
good works. Thus the grace of the gospel and the reward here pro¬ 
mised to good works, are altogether consistent. But those who re¬ 
main impenitent and unbelieving, stand simply on law-ground as to 
acceptance, and must therefore be punished according to the measure 
of their sins. 

(7) T otg yh .... ai'Jjvicv, to those icho by patient continuance or 
perseverance in well-doing , seek jor glory , and honour , and immor¬ 
tality, or immortal glory and honour , [he will render] eternal life or 
happiness .—‘ means perseverance or patient continuance ,— 

Kara, before the Accusative, frequently designates the modus in 
which any thing is done, or the state and condition in which it is; 
e. g, } Kara rafyv, Kara xara yvuGjp, &C. —"E gyou here has the epithet 
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ayatiou, in order to distinguish it from the generic sgya used in the 
preceding verse. 

Ao^av xai xol} u<pda(> 0 /av is cumulative or intensive; i. e. y it 

expresses happiness or glory of the highest kind. We may trans¬ 
late the phrase thus: immortal glory and honour , making utptiagsiav 
an adjective to the other nouns; or we may render it, glorious and 
honourable immortality , or honourable and immortal glory . I prefer 
the first. The idea is, indeed, substantially the same in all; but all 
do not seem equally congruous as to the method .of expression. The 
joining of and <3o£a in order to express intensity , is agreeable 
to a usage which is frequent in the New Testament; e . g ., 1 Tim. i. 
17. Heb. ii. 7, 9. 2 Pet. i. 17. Apoc. iv. 9, 11. So the Hebrew, 
Yl.1l lin 

t r : • 

The interpretation given above is the usual one, for substance, 
adopted by the great body of the commentators. But Reiche strenu¬ 
ously contends for the following arrangement: ro?g fisv [a-rodwtfs/], xai)' 
ucro/iEVjJk Egyou aya&ov, do^av xa l rift ijv xa) a<p6agfflav y fyrouff/ £cu^v a/unnov, i. e. y 
‘to those [will he render], according to their perseverance in well¬ 
doing, glory and honour and immortality, [even to those who] seek 
eternal life/ But when he says, in defence of this, that it is incon¬ 
gruous to speak of SEEKING glory , and honour y and immortality y and 
therefore rood/ must be joined with a/wwoy, I acknowledge my¬ 
self incapable of perceiving the weight of his argument. What is 
glory , but future happiness? What is honour y but the divine appro¬ 
bation? And what is immortality , but the perpetuity of these: 
And what is there more incongruous in seeking these, than in seek¬ 
ing atuviov? ^7jre?v, means to labour for y earnestly to desire y to 
strive for with effort; and all this the Christian certainly may and 
must do, in respect to glory, and honour, and immortality. The 
suggestion, that c to seek after immortality would have no sense, be¬ 
cause we are and must be immortal,’ does not apply in this case; for 
it is not after immortality simply considered that we are to seek, but 
after an immortality of glory and honour . Besides, there is such an 
unnatural chasm between roft and in case we adopt the inter¬ 

pretation of Reiche, as should be admitted only from necessity; 
which does not here exist. 

The fitv at the beginning of the verse is the (j.h vgordowg, i. e., pev 
designating the protasis in a sentence; the unodudig here is verse 8, 
which commences with 3s apodotic, i. e. y marking the apodosis, and 
standing as the counter-part of / u,ev in verse 7. 
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(8) To/s be eg ig/Oe/ag, but to those who are contentious. 'Ex (eg) be¬ 
fore the Genitive of a noun, is often employed as an adjective in de¬ 
signating some particular description of persons or things. Thus 
6 it, oygCmD = oyga viog’ h ex putffw;, natural; rov ex, rrioreag, credens ; o 
v/mujv, yours; oi ex tregtro/i Sjg, the circumcised; so the classical oi ex arouc t 
&c. The objections of Glockler against such a sense of fhave no 
good foundation. The apostle means here to designate those who 
contend against God, or rebel against him. The Seventy use egs0/£ai 
in order to translate ^9, Deut. xxi. 20. xxxi. 27. What it means, 
moreover, is explained in the next clause by u^eidowei. The deriva¬ 
tion of ig/de/as from eg/^uw, to work in wool , to make parties, &c., is 
quite unnatural. It doubtless comes from eg/c, ege^/^w, as the sense of 
the word in the N. Test, clearly shows. 

K at u'Tti&ovat .... ubixlq, and are disobedient to the truth , but obe¬ 
dient to unrighteousness . Here (in a subordinate member of the 
apodosis of the sentence begun in verse 7) is a second fev which is 
protatic , and another be apodotic. The contrast-of the two respective 
clauses in which they stand, is made very plain by and cre/tb 

fevoig. The exact expression of this (tev and be, cannot be made out 
by any translation which the English language will permit. We 
have no words capable of designating such nice shades of relation as 
/iev and be signify here, and in like cases; shades very plain and 
palpable indeed to the practised critic in Greek, who, however, is 
still left without the power of expressing them in his own vernacular 
language. I have not in this case attempted an exact translation, 
for the reason just mentioned. The nearest to the original that I 
am able to come, is by the following version: even those who disobey 
indeed the truth , but obey unrighteousness . How imperfect an 
exhibition this is of the nicer colouring of the Greek expression, 
every one must feel who has “3/d rqv e£/v rd a/Vtl hjrijg/a ytyufivour/ieva 

irgbg bidxgiGiv” 

*AX7}9eta here means true doctrine . As the proposition of the 
apostle is general here, i. e., as it respects all, whether Jews or Gen¬ 
tiles, who disobey the precepts of religion and morality, so dXritfeiq 
must be taken in a latitude that embraces the truth of both natural 
and revealed religion. On the other hand dbtxtu means that which 
is unrighteous , that which the truth fbrbids y it being here (as in i. 18) 
the antithesis of dX7)0iiq. 

*0%y7\ xal §v/iog, indignation and wrath. Ammonius says, Su/iog fev 
ieri ergo ex atgo g, (5gyj) 3e ctoXl >%g6vtog /ivriGixaxia, i. e. } ^v/iog is of short dura - 
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tion, but 6^7] is a long-continued remembrance of evil . There seems, 
however, to be no important difference between the two words, both 
meaning excitement , the feeling of strong excitement , indignation , &c. 
In the case before us, the expression appears to be merely, intensive; 
which (as usual) is effected by the accumulation of synonymous 
terms. In respect to the construction of these nouns in the Nomina¬ 
tive case, it is an evident departure from the structure in the preced¬ 
ing verse, where a/wv/ov is in the Accusative governed by 
anoddjffei understood. Here bgyii xa/ Su/z,og are the Nominative to 
eocvTou implied. Such departures in the latter portion of a sentence, 
from a construction employed in the former part of it, grammarians 
call avaxoXvDov’ which means, that a construction begun, is not fol¬ 
lowed up or completed in the like manner. 

(9) 0X/4//; xa) are.nyptfa. are words which correspond to b%yn *<*) 
Sbfiog, and designate the effect of the latter. The meaning is, intense 
anguish , great suffering. The literal sense of the words, according 
to their etymology, would be pressure and narrowness or want of 
room; but the literal sense is abandoned, and the tropical one here 
employed. It is evident, at first sight, that the ninth verse is a 
repetition of the general sentiment contained in verse 8; while the 
10th verse repeats the sentiment of verse 7. This repetition, how¬ 
ever, is evidently introduced with the design of making a specific 
application of the threatening, and of showing definitely whom the 
apostle means to include in what he had said. 

The construction in verse 8 is followed in verse 9; inasmuch as 
eswrai is plainly implied after xa) Grevo^ufia, These two words, 

used in the way of expressing intense suffering , are often joined by 
classic writers: and so in Hebrew we have Is. xxx. 6. 

’e<t) naffav avOgwwou, [great distress shall be] upon every soul 

of man , i. e upon every man. In Hebrew, the soul of the righteous, 
of the wicked, of the poor, of the rich, of the hungry, of the thirsty, 
&c., means the righteous, the wicked, &c. So here, the soul of man 
means man; i. e ., by metonymy, a leading or conspicuous part of 
man, is put for the whole person .—*lovdaiov .... "EXX*jvo g, first of 
the Jew , and then of the Greek; i. e ., the Jew, to whom a revelation 
has been imparted, shall be judged and punished first in order, be¬ 
cause he sustains a peculiar relation to revealed truth which calls 
for this; compare i. 16. Here the apostle comes out and openly 
shows, that what he had been thus far saying only in general terms, 
is applicable to Jews as well as to Greeks. 
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("10) Ao£a & , . . . 'EXX>j pi, but glory, and honour , and peace , to 
every one who doeth good, first to the Jew , and then to the Greek . 
That is, both threatenings and rewards are held out to the Jews and 
Greeks, in the same manner, and on the same condition. With God 
there is no This verse is a repetition of verse 7, with 

the addition of ’lou5a/ou re vguirov xa/ 'EXXjjkos. But here e/fir^rj is 
substituted for d<pOa,g<slav there. The meaning of can be best 
made out by considering it as the opposite of that enmity and dis¬ 
quietude in which unsanctified men are involved, as it respects God. 
We might translate, but happiness glorious and honourable , &c. 
The meaning of the whole is plain. Intensity of affirmation is 
intended. 

(11) Ou ydg .... 0 g£, for with God there is no partiality , or no 

respect of persons . The Hebrew NtJO means to deal partially , 
to look not at things, but at persons , and pass sentence accordingly. 
The phrases n\ap(3dvsn> or /3x skuv, and also arc 

entirely Hebraistic in their origin; the classic - writers never employ 
them. The apostle here explicitly declares, that there is no differ¬ 
ence in regard to the application of the general principle which he 
had laid down, the Jew as well as the Greek being the proper 
subject of it. The ydg at the beginning of the verse is ydg confir - 
mantis ; i. e 4 it will be that the one shall be punished and the other 
rewarded according to divine declaration, for (yd{) there is no par¬ 
tiality, &c: 

(12) A confirmation or explanation of what he had just said in 
the preceding verse; for if God judges every man according to 
the advantages which he has enjoyed, then there is no partiality 
in his proceedings ; and that he does, the present verse explicitly de¬ 
clares. 

"Offfli yag .... dvroXovurcu, since as many as have sinned without a 
revelation , shall perish without a revelation . 'Sopog, like the Hebrew 
often means the Scriptures , the revealed law ; e. < 7 ., Matt. xii. 5. 
xxii. 36. Luke x. 26. John viii. 5, 17. 1 Cor. xiv. 21 . Gal. iii. 10 . 
Matt. v. 18. Luke xvi. 17. John vii. 49, et alibi. Here most plainly 
it means the revealed law , revelation , or the Scriptures; for verse 15 
asserts directly that the heathen were not destitute of all law, but 
only of an express revelation. The classical sense of dv6pui would 
be unlawfully , = -Tfa^avopug Bat plainly this meaning is here out of 
question. 

’ Avlpuc d-roXoDvra/ means, that, when adjudged to be punished, they 
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shall not be tried by the precepts of a revealed law with which they 
have never been acquainted, but by the precepts of the law of nature 
which were written on their own hearts; see verse 15. 

Ka) offot .... xi>i&7)oovt(u, and so many as have sinned under rcvela - 
tion, will be condemned by revelation. Here vt/iog is employed in the 
sense pointed out in the preceding paragraphs. 'En vofitf) in a state of 
law , i. e., of revealed law or revelation, with ev conditionis , as we 
may call it; for ev is often put before nouns designating the state, con¬ 
dition, or relation of persons or things; see Bretschn. Lex. iv, No. 5. 
It is equivalent to ewop,<n, 1 Cor. ix. 21, vopov ’iyovrcL, Horn. ii. 14. The 
sentiment is, that those who enjoyed the light of revelation (as the 
Jews had done) would be condemned by the same revelation, in case 
they had been transgressors. The o<ro/ employed in this verse is of 
the most general signification = quiennque ; olrtveg would have a rela¬ 
tive and limited sense. 

(13) This declaration is followed by another which is designed to 
illustrate and confirm it, and which is therefore introduced with ano¬ 
ther ydg (yag illustrantis et confirmantis). OS yu% .... 5/xa/- 
uiQrjffovrat, for not those who hear the law are just with God , but those 
who obey the law shall be justified; i. e., not those to whom a revela¬ 
tion has been imparted, and who hear it read, are counted as righteous 
by their Maker and Judge, but those who obey the law shall be 
counted righteous. The apostle here speaks of oi dx^oarat roZ vo/iou, 
because the Jews were accustomed to hear the Scriptures read in 
public, but many of them did not individually possess copies of the 
sacred volume which they could read. The sentiment is: 6 Not 
those who merely enjoy the external privilege of a revelation, have 
any just claim to divine approbation; it is only those who obey the 
precepts of such a revelation, that have any ground to expect this. 

(14) To this sentiment the apostle seems to have anticipated that 
objections would be made. He goes on to solve them, or rather to 
prevent them by anticipation. He had said that Jew and Gentile, 
without distinction, would come under condemnation for disobedience 
to the divine law, and also be rewarded for obedience (verses ( d, 10); 
he lmd declared that there is no partiality with God, and that all 
would be judged by the precepts of law (verses 11, 12); he had in¬ 
timated that those who were the hearers of the law (the Jews) would 
not on that account be accepted, but only those who obey it. It was 
natural now for some objector to say : ‘The Gentiles have no reve¬ 
lation or law; and therefore this statement cannot be applied to them, 



108 


ROMANS II. 14. 


or this supposition cannot be made in relation to them.’ The answer 
to this is, that the Gentiles have a law as really and truly as the 
Jews, although it is not written on parchment, but on the tablets of 
their hearts. That verse 14 is designed to illustrate the fact, that 
the Gentiles are under a law, in the same manner as verse 13 {pi 
axgoarat tou v6/iou) is designed to show that the Jews are under a law, 
there seems to be no good reason to doubt. The yap then in verse 
14. is yap illustrantis et confirmantis . 

An objection to this has often been made, viz. that in this way we 
may represent the apostle as affirming, that there were some of the 
heathen who did so obey the law as to be just before God. But this 
is a mistake. The apostle no more represents the heathen as actually 
attaining to this justification here, than he represents the Jew as ac¬ 
tually attaining to it in verse 13. Surely he does not mean to say 
in verse 13, that there are any Jews who are actually rroirirai toZ vo>lcu 
in the sense which he attaches to this phrase: compare chap. iii. 19, 
20, 23, 27, 30, 31. He is merely illustrating- a principle , in both 
cases. The Jew expected justification on account of his external 
advantages. ‘No,’ says the apostle, ‘ this is impossible; nothing but 
entire obedience to the divine law will procure justification for 
you, so long as you stand merely on your own ground. And here 
the heathen may make the like claims. If you say that a heathen 
man has no law, because he has no revelation ; still I must insist 
that he is in as good a condition with respect to actual justification, 
as you Jews are; for although he has no Scripture (and in this 
respect, no law), yet he has an internal revelation inscribed on his 
heart, which is a rule of life to him, and which, if perfectly obeyed, 
would confer justification on him, as well and as truly as entire 
obedience to the written law could confer it upon you. The prin¬ 
ciple is the same in both cases. You can claim no pre-eminence in 
this respect.’ 

It is plain, then, that the apostle is only laying down , or illus¬ 
trating a principle here , NOT relating a historical fact ; and this 
being duly appreheuded, all difficulty about the sentiment of the 
passage is removed. Certainly there is no more difficulty in ver. 14, 
than must arise in regard to the -xo/jjra/ rov vopov of ver. 13. The 
writer means to say neither more nor less, than that the Gentiles may 
have the same kind of claims to be actually justified before God as the 
Jews (which of course has an important bearing on ver. 11) ; but, 
as the sequel shows most fully, neither Jew nor Gentile has any 
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claim at all to justification , since both have violated the law under 
which they have lived. 

4>u(re/ ... . rtotj), do in their natural state such things as revelation 
requires . in a classical sense, means the nature or natural 

state of a thing, the natural condition of any thing; just in the same 
way as we use the word nature in our own language ; e. < 7 ., the 
Greeks said 0 xard <pv<nv. Sdvaros, natural death ; 6 xard <pv<nv rrari)^ 
natural father ; <pv<uv lyti yinaQat, it naturally happens , &c. In the 
verse before us, <p i<re/ is equivalent to rd pr\ vopov ’iyovra' 2 . e it desig¬ 
nates those who were acquainted with the only precepts of natural 
religion, and were destitute of a special revelation. In respect to 
the dative case (pu<rt/), it is the common method to which the Greeks 
have recourse, in order to express the state or condition of any thing; 
i. e.j Dativus conditionis. As to rd rov vopov, it means either egya vopov 
(see ver. 15), or else hixaidpara vipov, &c. Those things belonging 
to the law designates, of course, such things as the law requires. 

Ouro/ .... e/V/ vopog, these having no law , are a law unto them¬ 
selves. The construction is changed when ofiroi (masc. gender) is 
employed; which is constructio ad sensum , dvd^vot being understood. 
What is meant by lavroTs e/V/ vopog, is explained in the follow¬ 
ing verse. 

(15) Q'irm$ .... auriv, who show that the work which the law 
requires is written upon their hearts . Otnveg refers to the Gentiles. 
— To t^yov too vopev, the work or duty of the law , i, e. 9 that which the 
law demands. So, plainly, this much controverted passage should 
be rendered, if we compare it with other phrases of the like tenor; 
e. y., 1 Thess. i. 3, eg/ou rrif ‘7r/<fTeojg, work such as faith demands ; 
2 Thess. i. 11, egyov vrttjreuf, such work as faith requires ; John vi. 28, 
( What shall we do that we may perform rd egya rov ©ecu, such works 
as God requires ; to which the answer is (ver. 29.) tgyov rov ©iou, 
the work which God requires , is, that ye should believe, &c. ; John 
ix. 4, ra egya rov ‘rep^avrog yu.e, works enjoined by him who sent me ; 
2 Tim. iv. 5, egyov tvayyeXtarov, duty which the evangelical office de¬ 
mands; et sic alibi. With these plain cases of usage before us, there 
is no need of endeavouring to prove (with Palairet, Wolf, Schleus- 
ner, and others), that egyev is here merely periphrastic, i. e., that fgyov 
rov vopov means the same as v6pog. That such a usus loquendi is not 
unknown to the Greeks, may indeed be shown ; e . g. } rh rqg <ptXo<jo<pla{ 
fgyov, tvtoi <paatv, anb /3ag/3aga;v ag£a/, philosophy (some say) took its rise 
from barbarians . Aristotle (Rhet. i. 15. 6) says: waft ri fgyov rov 
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vottou, to do wliat the law requires. The periphrastic use of 
and ^ay/xa in this way, is well known. But it is wholly unneces¬ 
sary to have resort to this, when the expression hyov vn/j,cv can be so 
easily explained without it. It means plainly, such work , or duty 
as the law requires . 

This, i. e.j precept enjoining this, is written on the hearts or minds 
of the Gentiles, rgavrov is of course to be understood figuratively; and 
the idea conveyed by the whole expression is, that the great precepts 
of moral duty are deeply impressed on our moral nature, and co-exist 
with it, even when it is unenlightened by special revelation. There 
seems also to be an allusion in ygarrrov to the written law of the Jews; 
this was written on tablets , that on the heart. Kafo'ta, like the He¬ 
brew very often stands for mind as well as heart . rgatfrov iv ra% 
xaobiaig is used as the antithesis of ygccrrlv iv <7r \u%) X/0/va/$, which 
characterized the revealed law of Moses; 2 Cor. iii. 3. 

What was meant by the expression just considered, the apostle 
goes on to show by adding two epexegetical clauses. Su/x/xasri^oi^g 
auraiv rrjg (Tuve/dyffewg, their conscience bearing witness , viz., ri air£, to 
it y to the same hyov vo/xou. That is, the evidence that what the law 
of God requires is inscribed on the minds of the heathen, is the tes¬ 
timony of their consciences to such moral precepts. Some under¬ 
stand G'jixixa£T\)DQ\j6Tig as meaning, that the conscience bears testimony 
in conjunction with the heart or mind. But I apprehend this not 
to be the meaning of Paul. Compound verbs, like ov.a/xa gr-joiu, not 
unfrequently have substantially the same sense as the simple forms, 
or the same with a little intensity. So in respect to avfi/siaffri/gw, an 
undoubted instance of such usage occurs in Bom. ix. 1. And in 
our text, written in their hearts or .minds is explained by adding, the 
conscience bearing testimony , viz., to the precepts in question. This 
is the evidence that these precepts are engraved upon the minds of 
natural men. The apostle does not mean to say, that there are two 
testimonies, one of the mind and another of the conscience; but that 
the conscience testifies to the fact which he had alleged in regard to 
the mind. 

The apostle now adds a second confirmation of the fact, that the 
demands of the moral law are inscribed on the heart of men in a 
state of nature ; viz., xai /uoera^v .... u'roXoyovpiyojv, their thoughts 
alternately accusing or excusing them. Mera^o aWfjXuv, between 
each other , at mutual intervals y alternately , i. e in succession, first 
one kind of thoughts, i . e. y approbation; then another kind, i. e. y dis- 
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approbation.—Ao ynSfLtg means ratiocination , judgment , reflection. It 
designates a more deliberate act of the mind than a mere tv0u/z,?j/xa or 
ivO\jfL 7 \ 6 ig. —Karjjyo^ouvrwv, accusing in case the actions were bad ; 
a^oXoyou/xevwv, defending , in case they were good. After each of these 
participles, eavrovg or avOgwvov is implied. 

The meaning of this clause is not, as has frequently been sup¬ 
posed, that one man blames or applauds another, or that men mutu¬ 
ally blame and applaud one another, (although the fact itself is true); 
but that in the thoughts or judgment of the same individual, appro¬ 
bation or condemnation exists, according to the tenor of the actions 
which pass in review before him. Thus the voice of conscience, 
which proceeds from a moral feeling of dislike or approbation, 
and the judgment of the mind when it examines the nature of 
actions, unite in testifying, that what the moral law of God requires 
is impressed in some good measure on the hearts even of the hea- 
then. 

Those commit a great mistake, then, who deny that men can 
have any sense of moral duty or obligation, without a knowledge of 
t he Scriptures. The apostle’s argument, in order to convince the 
Gentiles of sin, rests on a basis entirely different from this. And if 
it be alleged, that in this way the necessity of a revelation is super¬ 
seded ; I answer, not at all. The knowledge of some points of moral 
duty, or the power to acquire such knowledge, is one thing; a dispo¬ 
sition to obey the precepts of natural religion is another. The latter 
can be affirmed of few indeed among the heathen of any age or na¬ 
tion. Again; faculties adapted to discover the path of duty are one 
thing, the use of them so as effectually to do this is another. The 
former the apostle asserts; the latter he denies. And justly; for 
after all, what have the heathen done and said which renders the 
gospel in any measure unnecessary? Little indeed; in some respects 
we may say, nothing. What authority had their precepts over them ? 
And how was it with them as to doubts and difficulties about some 
of the plainest principles of morality? Their minds were blinded by 
their passions. Hence the voice within them was not listened to; 
but this does not prove that God left himself without sufficient wit¬ 
ness among them. The apostle most plainly and fully asserts that he 
did not. 

(16) 'f.v 7\fLt%a .... uvfyui'Trojv, in the day xchen God shall judge 
the secret things of men . But with what must we connect tv 
Most commentators have said; ( With x^$r}<rovrai verse 12, making 
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verses 13, 14, 15, a parenthesis.* So Grotius, Limborch, Wolf, 
Knapp, Griesbach, and others. This would then compare, as to con¬ 
struction, with Rom. i. 2 —6. v. 13—18, and many other passages in 
Paul’s epistles. 

Others, as Beza, Ileumann, Winer, join b jj/xssa with d/zcuu0q. 
aovroLi at the end of verse 13, and make verses 14, 15, a parenthesis. 

Bengel and Chr. Schmidt join b i/usg<p with bdtixvuvrcu inverse 15, 
making the sentiment to be, that in the day of judgment it will ap¬ 
pear manifest to all, that men’s consciences have testified in favour 
of the law of God, &c. 

Somewhat different in sense from this, is the exegesis of Jerome, 
Theodorct, Chrysostom, Theophylact, GScumenius, Calvin, Eras¬ 
mus, and others; viz., that tv r t 'A%ci stands connected immediately 
with the participles xar?jyopouvrwv and dcroXoyoy/xst'wv* which makes the 
passage to mean, that in the judgment day the consciences of the 
heathen will accuse them of all that Paul has charged upon them. 
Several of these commentators, however, think-that Paul means only 
to say, that a fortiori their consciences will then accuse them; with¬ 
out meaning to say, that they do not accuse them in the present life. 

To this last interpretation Tholuck seems to accede. But I can¬ 
not accord with this exegesis, because the object of the writer, in 
verses 13—15, seems plainly to be merely a justification or confirm¬ 
ation of what he had said in verse 12, viz., that the heathen who had 
7io revelation , still had a law which they were bound to obey, and by 
which they must be judged. IIow does Paul establish this ? By an 
appeal to the fact that they have a conscience or a moral sense, and 
that they pass judgment of a moral nature upon their own actions. 
To say that this conscience and moral sense will be developed at the 
judgment-day, is saying what is not sufficiently apposite to his pur¬ 
pose. At the judgment-day, the heathen will be tried by what ? 
By the law under which they were placed, and under which they 
acted, in the present life. What was this law? That of conscience 
or moral sense. Then the accusing and excusing , which are appealed 
to as evidence of this moral sense, are exercised in the present world; 
*. €., its exercise here must of course be appealed to in order to sustain 
the apostle’s argument, by which lie designs to establish their present 
guilt. 

For these reasons I must accede to the prevailing opinion among 
critics, viz. that b r\^ioa is either to be joined with xndrjGovrai in ver. 
12, and that vers. 13—15 are a parenthetic explanation or confirma- 
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lion of ver. 12; or (which I think preferable) make verses 11—15 
parenthetic, and unite ver. 16, ev x. r. ? w with ver. 11. 

Td xrvrrrd augments the force of the affirmation; c God will not 
only bring into judgment the external actions of men, but all their 
secret thoughts, desires, and affections/ Tholuck understands it as 
referring to the secret judgment of the mind or conscience, mentioned 
in the preceding verse, and makes the sense to be, that God will 
bring into open judgment all the secret judgments of the mind. But 
does this accord with the nature of the case? It is not the moral 
judgment of the mind, when it accords with the decision of the divine 
law (as is here supposed), which the apostle means to represent as 
judged by God ; for these are not matters of punishment, when they 
are correct; but it is the secret wickedness of men, as well as their 
open vices, that will make the final judgment a time of awful terror. 
That such a view of the subject is here intended, seems to me quite 
plain; and so Turretin, Platt, and most others. To the very same 
purpose Paul speaks in 1 Cor. iv. 5, where he represents the day of 
judgment as the time, when God will bring to light rd x^vwrd rov 
Gxoroui .... xat rds (3ou\ds ruiv xaoftiojv. 

Kara ri svayyeXiov ju,ou, according to the gospel which I preach ; 
compare 2 Tim. ii. 8. 1 Cor. xv. 1. Some have understood this of 
a written gospel of the apostle; but without any good critical or his¬ 
torical evidence. 

Aid XgiGrou, by Jesus Christ. Compare Acts xvi 31. John v. 
27, 22. xvii. 2. Acts x. 42. 

By affirming that God will judge rd xeuvrd according to his gos¬ 
pel, Paul seems to intimate, that a judgment-day is not plainly re¬ 
vealed by the light of nature; or, at least, that the extent of the 
sentence which will be passed at that time, is not understood by the 
heathen. 

Notions of reward and punishment, in some form or other, belong 
to almost all the systems of heathenism; but such explicit views of a 
judgment-day as the gospel gives, are nowhere else to be found. 

As the secrets of all hearts are to be revealed and judged, in the 
great day of trial, what but Omniscience is capable of passing sen¬ 
tence? To God alone is ascribed the power and prerogative of 
searching the heart: sec 1 Sam. xvi. 7. 1. Chron. xxviii. 9. xxix. 17. 
Ps. vii. 9. Jcr. xi. 20. xvii. 10. Rom. viii. 27. To Christ the same 
power is ascribed in Acts i. 24. Rev. ii. 23, besides the present pas¬ 
sage. How can the Supreme Judge of all the human race be less 

ii 
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than omniscient; How can he do full and impartial justice, with 
any knowledge short of omniscience ? 

(17) The attentive reader cannot he:p observing the skill and 
address which Paul exhibits in this chapter. His object is, to show 
that his kinsmen the Jews are equally guilty with the Gentiles, or 
even more so; and consequently that salvation by grace is the only 
salvation which is possible for them. But knowing the proud and 
selfish feelings which the Jews possessed in regard to this subject, he 
does not assail them at once, but gradually, and with great address. 
In verses 1—8 of the present chapter, he discusses the subject on 
general grounds, bringing forward considerations applicable either to 
Jew or Gentile, but not once naming either. In verses 9—16 he 
makes the application of these considerations to both, and shows why 
both are to be considered as transgressors of the divine law, the one 
having sinned against the revelation contained in the Scriptures, the 
other against that which the book of nature discloses. 

But he has not yet done with the subject. “Guilt is proportioned 
to light and love abused. He ventures therefore, in the next place, 
to prefer a heavier charge against the Jews than he had done against 
the Gentiles. He takes them on their own ground; admitting, for 
the sake of argument, all the claims to pre-eminence which they were 
accustomed to advance, he then shows that these only increase their 
guilt so much the more, in case of disobedience. 

E/ 1 h't . . . . e^ovo/j>d^r lt if non) thou art surnamed Jexc. The read¬ 
ing thk, (from which comes our English version behold ), is found in 
very few manuscripts, and is of no good authority. The only diffi¬ 
culty with 6 / 5* is, that it makes a crooraffic, to which there seems at 
first view, to be no corresponding dcrodoac. However, this is not in 
reality the case; for vers. 21 seq. make in substance an apodosis. 
The relation between the two parts stands thus: * If now thou art 
called a Jew, &c., i. e., if thou dost in fact enjoy a high pre-eminence 
as to privileges, .... then how dost thou transgress the very law 
which thou teachest, and of which thou dost make thy boast V 

’iovda/os, a name of honour, much coveted by the Jews; comp. 
Gal. ii. 15. Phil. iii. 5. Rev. ii. 9.—’Ecrovo^a^, more formal and 
solemn than ovo/agc^. It is appropriate also; inasmuch as ’I ovda?o$ 
is a surname , which may be added to the individual name of every 
Hebrew. 

’Errava'Tavj) thou res test upon the laic, or thou leanest 

upon the law , ’Errawrravu corresponds to the Hebrew, to lean 
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upon, to restore, to prop up one's self bp; see in the Sept. 2 Kings 
vii. 2, 17. ecra vexavtro rjj aurou. This verb is also used in the 
sense of adhering to; see 1 Macc. viii. 12. Either meaning gives a 
good sense in the verse before us. I prefer the first, as being the 
more usual sense of the word, and altogether apposite. The Jew 
leaned upon the law, as defending his claims to precedence and to 
acceptance with God.—No/x^ of course means here the Mosaic law, 
or the Jewish Scriptures. 

K ai .... and gloriest in God; i. e., dost claim to thyself 

honour or glory, because Jehovah, the only living and true God, is 
thy God; compare Dcut. iv. 7. Ps. cxlvii. 19, 20. 2 Sam. vii. 23. It 
was on this account that the Jew felt himself so far elevated above 
the Gentile, and so disdained all comparison with him. As to the 
construction of xauyacat with h and the Dative case, see Wahl on 
the word. The form 2nd person singular, is the old form 

of the second person passive and middle (xau^aetfaf) contracted. See 
New Testament Gramm. § 71. 5; also on verse 23. 

(18) Kai . . . . hutpsgovra, and art acquainted with [his] will f 
and canst distinguish things that differ. Yivdxjxsig, knowest, art ac¬ 
quainted with, designates what the Jews were accustomed to say of 
themselves ; of if viewed simply as a declaration of the apostle, the 
meaning is : ‘ Thou hast the means of knowing, thou art instructed 
in.’ To SlXTj/xa, his ivill; where almost all the commentators say 
that aurou or rou 0«ou is to be supplied after SsXy/ta. But this is un¬ 
necessary ; for, as is well known, the article frequently has the sense 
of a pronoun ; see Middleton on the Greek article, chap. I. § 3 e.g ., 
Acts xvii. 28, rou yug yivog kapsv, for we are of HIS ysvog. See New 
Testament Gramm. § 94. 

Aoxi/idfyis may mean either to distinguish or to approve; the 
word having both these meanings in the New Testament and in the 
classics. So hioup'igovra may mean things that differ, or things that 
excel; the usus loquendi in both senses being equally certain. 
Tholuck explains the phrase as meaning: < Thou approvest the 
things which arc excellent.’ I prefer the other sense, because the 
idea of knowledge or instruction is the one here intended to be urged; 
as is plain from the sequel. Such being the case, to distinguish 
things that differ is more characteristic of this, than the other ren¬ 
dering is, and therefore more appropriate. Things that differ , are 
virtue and vice, i. e., lawful and unlawful, praiseworthy and base 
things, &c. So Reiche. 
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TLoLrnyjt>\jfj,tvog lx rou vo/lou being instructed by the law ; i. e ., being 
taught or enlightened by the Scriptures. 

(19) Tlz'rbtOui re ... . <rxoVe/, thou art confident moreover that 
thou thyself art a guide of the blind , a light to those who are in 
darkness. This is figurative language, designed to show in a strong 
light the claims to superiority over the Gentiles, which were made 
by the Jews. A guide to the blind signifies one who is an instructor 
by means of superior knowledge, i. e an instructor of those who 
are in a state of gross ignorance, viz., the Gentiles ; see Matt. xv. 14. 
— run iv <sx6rei t the same idea by the use of another figure. 
Compare Is. xlix. G. Luke ii. 32. John i. 8 , 9, 4, 5, respecting the 
signification of the word light. — 2xorog here, as often elsewhere, de¬ 
signates a state of ignorance. 

(20) IT oudevrriv .... vrjrrfojv, an instructor of the ignorant, a 
teacher of little children. ’'Ap^cov means one who has not mental 
skill or consideration? secondarily, an ignorant person. —of 
course here means, children of such an age as~that they may receive 
instruction. I have therefore rendered it little children , in prefer¬ 
ence to babes , which naturally designates those not sufficiently ma¬ 
ture for instruction. 

"E yovra . ... iv rp vd/iuj, having the delineation of true knowledge 
in the Scriptures. M&ppwj/v may be used in a bad or good sense. 
In a bad sense it occurs in 2 Tim. iii. 5, where the form (,ao opuen) 
of godliness is opposed to the power of it, i.e., hypocritical pretences 
to piety are opposed to the real exercise of it. But the verb ,uo spooi 
is used in a good sense in Gal. iv. 19, c until Christ /logpuidj) be 
formed in you . 1 The synonyme of pogpucitg, viz., is used 

in a good sense, 2 Tim. i. 13, i hold fast vcrory-xwtf/v of sound doctrine/ 
&c. Mo£pw<r/£ means form, external appearance; also, delineation , 
sketch , i. e., imitated form. I understand it in the good sense, i. e., 
as meaning delineation in our verse, because the apostle is enumer¬ 
ating the supposed, or rather the acknowledged, advantages of the 
Jews. One of these was, that true knowledge (in distinction from 
the philosophy falsely so called of the Greeks) was in their posses¬ 
sion, or at least in their power. 

Trjg yvuxrewg xai rr\g u\7)diiag, of true knowledge; a Ilendiadys in 
which the latter noun qualifies the former. The meaning of the 
whole is : ( Est tibi vera sapientia in lege adumbrata.* 

(21) 'o ouv ... . diddcxsig; dost thou , then , icho teachest others , 
not instruct thyself ? This constitutes in reality, although not for- 
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mally, the apodosis to the protasis which commences with d 8e in 
verse 17. Argumentum ad hominem; for it is as much as to say : 
‘ Thou pridest thyself in thy superior knowledge, and requirest all 
others to sit at thy feet in the humble capacity of learners; making 
these lofty professions, now, art thou thyself at the same time igno¬ 
rant of what thou professest to know?’ The apostle implies by this, 
that many of the Jews were criminally ignorant. Reiche finds the 
apodosis in verse 25; Glockler, in verse 23; alii alitcr. The ovv in 
verse 21 , as well as the nature of its contents, seems to me to point 
plainly to the apodosis. Dr. Knapp has omitted the sign of interro¬ 
gation after dddaxeig, xXstfret;, &c.; plainly to the disadvantage of the 
sense. The interrogation is, indeed, not one of doubt or simple 
inquiry, but is designed for reproof and conviction. It is, moreover, 
better accordant with the apostle’s mode of reproof in this epistle, 
to suppose him here to be making interrogations (in the manner above 
stated), than to suppose him directly to make the charges, at first; 
as Dr. Knapp’s pointing would indicate. 

'O x7)pv<W'jjv .... xX'snrzig; thou who proclaimest that [men] must 
not steal , dost thou steal f Dost thou practise the very vice, 
against which thou dost so loudly protest? Kngvaoeiv, publicly to 
pvoclaim; in respect to a teacher of religion or morality it means 
to preach , 

( 22 ) ‘O Xsywv .... /xo^fuf/sj thou who forbiddest to commit adul¬ 
tery , dost thou commit adultery f A crime very common among the 
Jews; for even the Talmud accuses some of the most celebrated 
Rabbiee of this vice. 1 0 Aeywv fiy, forbiddest , lit. who sayest: Not . 

’ O og .... U§o(S\j\i7g; dost thou who abhorrest idols , com¬ 

mit robbery in sacred things ? Since the Babylonish captivity, the 
Jews have always expressed the greatest abhorrence of idolatry. 
But still, the real criminality of idolatry consists in taking from the 
only living and true God that’which belongs to him, find bestowing 
it upon something which is worthless and vain. Now the Jews, 
who were prone to keep back tithes and offerings (Mai. i. 8 , 12 , 
13, 14. iii. 10 . Mark vii. 11), by so doing robbed God of that which 
was due to him, notwithstanding they professed a great abhorrence 
of idolatry which committed the like sin. I apprehend, however, 
that the word ’ngtffvXeT; is here used in a somewhat wider extent than 
this interpretation simply considered would imply, i. e. y that it desig¬ 
nates every kind of act which denies to God his sovereign honours 
and claims. 
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The exegesis of this word which assigns to it a literal sense viz-, 
that of committing sacrilege , u e., of robbing the temples of idols and 
converting their riches to individual use (contrary to the precept in 
Deut. vii. 25, 26), wants an historical basis for its support. When 
and where were the Jews accustomed to act in this manner? Yet 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Le Clerc, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Fritsche, 
and others, have defended this inteqiretation. 

(23) "Og sv . . . . aTi/Ma^ei; ; thou icho gloriest in the law , by the 
transgression of the law dost thou dishonour God f For the con¬ 
struction of xav^uffat ev vlpu), see on verse 17. As God was the author 
of the law, or supreme legislator, so the transgression of it was a dis¬ 
honouring of him, a contemning or setting light by hi3 authority. 
For the form of ‘/.avyfusai (second per3. sing. pres. Middle voice), see 
New Test. Gramm. § lxxi. 5, and note on vcr3e 17 above; also comp, 
in Matt. v. 36. viii. 2. Mark i. 40. ix. 22. Luke xvi. 25. 1 Cor. iv. 7. 
Rom. xi. 18, the like forms. The ending -e<ra/ for the 2nd. pers. 
singular, is the ancient one, out of which the- usual ending is made 
by dropping the <r, and then contracting the diphthong that re¬ 
mains. 

(24) Ti ydg .... ysygarrrai, for the name of God is blasphemed 

by you , or on your account , among the Gentiles; as it is written . 
Vug confirmantis. —A / i/fidg may possibly mean by you, i. e ., by you as 
authors or agents; like If) ha r'ov Tlarha, vivo Patre vitae mece auc - 
tore, John vi. 57; or like Bi e/Ps, ibid., et sic ^libi; see Bretschn. 

Lex. Bid, ii. 1. But the usual and natural meaning of iS i,ud; is on 
your account , i. e., you being the cause or ground of the blasphemy 
in question. This seems to be the most probable meaning here. The 
passage quoted seems to be Isaiah Hi. 5; where, however, the Sept, 
has 6/ bfidg Biaxav-h; to ovojuu fio\i ^Xaff^rj/Merrai sv roTg eiWj, varying as to 
manner and some of the matter from the text quoted by the apostle. 
However, such variations are common in the New Testament text. 
The Hebrew runs thus: 'OB' El s rri>3 the sense of which 

is that the heathen blasphemed the name of Jehovah, because his 
people (by reason of their sins) were subjected to captivity. In the 
like manner Paul accuses the Jews of causing the name of Jehovah 
to be reproached among the Gentiles, because of the transgression 
against his laws which they committed. The original passage is not 
a proper prediction , but a simple declaration of a fact then existing. 
Paul quotes it here, for the sake of declaring that the same thing 
was true in his day; i. e., he expresses his own views and asserts facts, 
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in the language of an ancient prophet. The yag at the beginning of 
the verse shows that the design of the verse is, to illustrate and en¬ 
force the declaration contained in ar^a^e/f. 

*Ev tq7<; Uveai, is a circumstance added in the Sept, and by the 
apostle. It is not expressed in the Hebrew, but it is evidently 
implied . The meaning of the whole is, that the heathen themselves 
are led to blaspheme the name of God by the flagrant vices of the 
Jews ; which was a heavy charge, and allowing its truth, it served 
abundantly to illustrate and confirm the declaration, that the Jews 
brought dishonour upon God by their offences—dishonour even 
from others. Of course their sins must have been great and con¬ 
spicuous. 

(25 n^/rojxT) . . . n%d<s<sy<;, circumcision indeed is profitable, if thou 
dost obey the law. Mev here belongs to the protasis, the apodosis to 
which commences with idv hi. The yag in this verse is a matter of 
difficulty. Many MSS. and Versions omit it. Still, it has sufficient 
support to claim a place in the text. Although yag always implies 
some preceding sentiment to which it refers, } r ct this is not always 
expressed, but not unfrequently left to the mind of the reader to sup¬ 
ply. In such a case we may sometimes render ydo by indeed, to be 
sure , truly , (see Passow Lex. ydf), which designate in some good 
measure the qualification of the sentence that ydg designates. Here, 
as it seems to me, the sentiment in the writer’s mind before writing 
yag was : ‘ Thou hast no reason for glorying in the law ; for (yrtf) 
circumcision [the symbol or token of admission to the privileges of a 
Jew] will not avail thee in case thou transgressest the law, as in re¬ 
ality thou dost/ In such a connection of thought, which is naturally 
deduced from verses 23, 24, the appropriateness of ydo is sufficiently 
plain. But when the implied clause is omitted, as in the version, 
then we may translate, as I have done, circumcision indeed is pro¬ 
fitable , &c.; which accords entirely with the principle laid down by 
Passow. Not that ydg is an adverb of affirmation, truly , certainly, 
when considered in and by itself; but because the connection of 
thought is such, that in our language wc come nearest to the whole 
sense of the passage by such a translation. In the case before us, 
verse 25 scq. are not a direct deduction from the preceding paragraph, 
but an illustration of a similar nature, designed to show that the J ew 
can claim no moral preference over the Gentile, on the mere ground 
of external privileges. As this is the main position of the apostle in 
this stage of his discussion, we might supply before yd% in verse 25, 
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the general thought, viz., £ The Jew has no precedence in the matter 
of justification over the Gentile; for ( 7 ^) ciroumcision profits only 
when he does not transgress the law; and this never can be affirmed 
of (he Jew/ Bnt the manner in which the connection is made out 
above, connects with the more immediate context, and the 
CaffEws of verse 23, and rrapaGdrrjs of verse 25 show that the writer 
had such a connection in his mind. 

’Edv Se ... . 7 syovev, but if thou becomest a transgressor of the law y 
thy circumcision becomes uncircumcision ; i. e. y if thou dost not obey 
the law, then the privileges to which thou art entitled as a Jew, will 
not save thee: thou wilt not be considered or treated as any better 
than an uncircumcised person, i. e. y a Gentile or heathen man. In 
a word, not external privileges or pre-eminence, in themselves con¬ 
sidered, but the use which is made of them, entitles any one to di¬ 
vine approbation or favour. 

How much the Jews attributed to circumcision, is strikingly illus¬ 
trated in a passage of the Talmud (Shcmoth Rabba, sect. 19. fol. 
118): “Said Rabbi Berachias, When heretical, apostate, and im¬ 
pious Jews say: ‘ We cannot go down to hell because we are 
circumcisedwhat does the blessed God do ? He sends his angel, 
et pneputia eorum attrahit, ut, ipsi prrcputiati [uncircumcised] in 
infernum descendant.” 

(26) ’Eav ouv ... . if moreover , the uncircumcised keep the 

precepts of the law. oh here, as often, serves merely for the external 
connection of vers. 25, 26, and not to point out a logical inference, 
deduction, &c., (which it frequently does). It might be rendered 
then or so. But verses 25, 26 seem to be simply parallel cases ; and 
if so, moreover , is a more appropriate rendering. 1 Ar.pofivaria, abstract 
for concrete, as exhibited in the translation.—A/za/w/xara, precepts, 

O hy) 7 } . . . . \Gyio&7)<f£Tai, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for 
circumcision ? That is, shall not he, in a heathen state, be ac¬ 
cepted as readily as a Jew who obeys in a state of circumcision? 
In other words: Neither circumcision, nor the want of it, deter¬ 
mines our deserts in the view of our Maker and Judge ; but a spirit 
of filial obedience. “ If ye love me, ye will keep my command¬ 
ments.”—E lg m^ro t u7}v is after the Hebrew analogy, which puts £ 
before a noun designating that into which another thing has been 
changed, or which it has become, e. < 7 ., DI T'C!, be men y 1 Sam. 

iv. 9; ‘Jehovah made the rib a woman , Gen. ii. 22 . The 
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parallel between axgo/3 varia ytyovsv in ver. 25, and tig m^trofL^v XoyiaQq- 
wcu ver. 26, is very obvious. 

The possibility that a heathen might keep the law, is here most 
plainly admitted; but this gives no ground for saying that such a 
case has ever actually existed. Still, the principle enforced is the 
same; and the assumption of such a case gives great force to the 
apostle’s reasoning. 

(27) K at xgivsT .... reXoStf a, yea , lie who keeps the law in his na¬ 
tural uncircumcised state , shall condemn . Ka / affirmantis , qualify- 
ing xpveT. ’Ex pvtecog between the article and its following noun, takes 
of course the place of an adjective. <J>u<r/£ plainly means here what 
we call a state of nature , in distinction from a state in which a reve¬ 
lation is enjoyed. The apostle states here and in the preceding verse, 
as before remarked, a principle for illustration merely; he does*not 
aver, that what he describes is matter of historical fact; for this would 
contradict the whole tenor and object of his reasoning in general, 
which is to show that all men without exception have sinned , and 
therefore that all without exception must be saved by grace through 
faith in Christ, and can be saved only in this way. The efforts to 
prove from such passages as the present that there have been hea¬ 
then who kept the whole law of God, are surely fruitless. The 
main argument of the apostle himself falls to the ground, if this be 
once admitted. It seems quite plain, that the whole is merely a sup¬ 
posed case—supposed for the sake of illustrating a principle; and in 
the process of argumentation, nothing is more common than this. 

2e rov . . . . vopov [condemn] thee who art a transgressor of the 
law , although enlightened by the Scriptures and a partaker of cir¬ 
cumcision. A/a y^dfL(MUTbg xai cr egiro/xrjg here coming between the arti¬ 
cle t6v and its corresponding noun Kao<x(3dTr)v, evidently perform the 
office of adjectives qualifying Kaeafidriiv. The hid here is hid condi- 
tionis vel status , if I may so speak. A/a is not unfrequently placed 
before nouns which designate state or condition; e. g ., Horn. iv. 11, 
those who believe hi dxgoffuGTiag, in an uncircumcised state; 2 Cor. ii. 
4, I have written this hid croXXwv hoLxgvuv, in a state of much weeping; 
2 Cor. v. 10, that every one may receive ra hid rov adparog, [accord¬ 
ing to] the things done in a bodily state; Ileb. ix. 12. 2 Pet. i. 3. 
1 John v. 6 ; see Bretschn. Lex. hid I. 2. c. The idea intended to be 
conveyed by the apostle, is quite plain; viz. 4 If a Gentile should do 
what the law requires, would not this show that you are worthy of 
condemnation who transgress the law, although you enjoy the light 
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of revelation and the privileges which a state of circumcision con¬ 
fers ?’ 

(28) Ou yag .... loriv, for he is not a Jew who is one externally; 
i. e ,, who is descended from Abraham, is circumcised, and enjoys the 
privileges of a written revelation, is not a Jew in the important and 
spiritual sense of the word; he is merely an external (not an inter¬ 
nal) Jew. The grammatical construction completed without any 
ellipsis, would be, 6 iv ru) (pavep-jj \^looBccTo;~\, oux *Iou BaTcg iorw. 

OuB's j) iv . . . . rrsoirow, nor is that which is external , [merely] in 
the flesh circumcision; i. e., that is not circumcision in its high and 
true sense, which is merely external, which pertains merely to the 
flesh. The sentence filled out would read thus: ou5:- r t iv rw pavtp'Z 
[^Ee/ro/x/], iv oaPxi [rregiroyi} J, cr££/ro/x ?3 [sot/], i. e., time -TS?/ro/x^. 

(29) *AXX* o iv ... . ’lovBaTog, but he who is a Jew in the hidden part ; 
i. e ., who is spiritually or internally a Jew, such an one only de¬ 
serves the appellation ’louBaTo;. The elause filled out would stand 
thus: aXX* b iv r<Z xgvwrfi 'louBa/og \^lojB<zibg sor/k] ; which latter clause 
the mind of the writer supplied from the first part of ver. 28. 

Kcu m^iro[L)[ .... yga/x/xar/, and the circumcision of the heart , a 
spiritual not a literal one , [is the true circumcision.] There is the 
same ellipsis here, as in the preceding clause, rrspiro/xn Icnv being un¬ 
derstood after ou yg a/x/xar/. The words orwo^ctn ou ypa/x/xar/, QEcume- 
nius, Grotius, and most interpreters construe as referring to the Holy 
Spirit and to the precepts of the law ; i. e., circumcision of the heart 
wrought by the operation of the Holy Spirit, not by following merely 
the literal precepts of the law. The sense is good, and the doctrine 
true; but I apprehend that the writer here uses Kve-jpan and yod/i;xari 
merely as adjectives or adverbs to characterize more graphically the 
trePiropr, xagBiug which he had just mentioned. 

Ou o eVa/ko; .... ©sou whose praise is not of inen, but of God; 
that is, the praise of the Jew, who is truly a Jew after the hidden or 
internal man, is not of men but of God. “ Man looketh on the out¬ 
ward appearance, but God looketh on the heart.” The Jews con¬ 
sidered it as a great privilege and a ground of high pre-eminence 
over others, that they were descended from Abraham, were circum¬ 
cised and were entrusted with the Scriptures. ( All this,* says the 
apostle/does not entitle them in thelcast degree to the praise of God. 
The state of the heart in the internal man, is what he considers ; and 
this aloue is of any real moral value in his sight.* ‘ You,* says lie, 

1 who arc nothing more than external Jews, are not Jews in the high 
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and noble sense which will make you to be heirs of the grace of life 
or of the promises of God. You have, because of your external 
privileges, no pre-eminence over the heathen on the score of moral 
accountability . All men, in regard to such an accountability, stand 
on a level, for each will be judged according to the law under which 
he acted ; the Gentiles by the law of nature, the Jews by revelation.* 


CHAP. III. 1—20. 

Notiiing was more natural than for the Jew, who had entertained the most elevated notions 
of the advantages to which lie was entitled from hia exteryial privileges, to feel strong objections 
to such a representation of the apostle as reduced Jews and Gentiles to a level in a moral 
respect. It was to be expected that the Jew would indignantly ask (and eo the apostle re¬ 
presents him as asking): ' Of what advantage then can Judaism be ? That is, provided the 
ense Is as you represent it to be,’ ver. 1. To this the apostle replies in ver. 2, that the benefit 
of more light wan conferred by such a privilege. But the Jew, not satisfied with a claim to pre¬ 
eminence of this kind, further iuquircs, how the apostle’s views could be reconciled with God’s 
fldcliiy to the promises which he had made to the Jews, ver. 3. The apostle replies, that this 
fidelity must not for a moment be called in question, hut that we mu9t adopt the sentimeut of 
David (Ps. li. 4) in regard to this, ver. 4. , The Jew still dissatisfied, urges further questions, by 
which he intends to hedge up the apostle’s way: ' If the sius of the Jewish uation serve to render 
more conspicuous the justice of God, is it not unjust that he should punish us?’ ver. 6. Not at 
all, replies the apostle; for on tbe same grouud you might object to the truth, that God will 
judge the world, and of course punish the wicked ; for his justice will be displayed in such a way 
ns to redound to his glory, ver. 6. The Jew, not yet satisfied, asks: ‘If God’s faithfulness become 
more conspicuous by my unfaithfulness, why should I be condemned?’ ver. 7. To which the 
apostle replica that lie might just as well say : ‘Let us do evil that good may come;* which in 
fuel some did charge him with saying, although they deserved condemnation for so doing, inas¬ 
much ns the charge was false. 

The Jew again asks, with evident disappointment: ‘How then have wc Jews any pre-emi¬ 
nence over the Gentiles?' To which the apostle replies: Ton have uoue, in respect to the matter 
that I am discussing. All are sinners. Your own Scriptures do abundantly bear testimony that 
your nation are transgressors, ns well as the heathen. Prophets of different ages have borne 
testimony which conveys charges of the most aggravated nature, vers. 10—18. Now ns what is 
thus said In the Scriptures was plainly said concerning the Jews, it follows, that your own sacred 
books bear testimony to the same doctrine which I affirm to be true. Consequently the whole 
world, Jews and Gentiles, ore guilty before God, ver. 19 ; for by works of law none can be jusii- 
lied, inasmuch as the law condemns all transgressors, aud sets forth their criminality instead of 
declaring their Justification. 


(l) T/ out' ... . 'lcvdaiou ; what advantage then hath the Jew ? 
or, what pre-eminence hath the Jeio? —Ouv then, is very often joined 
with ri in interrogatives. Both words united signify us much as t<* 
say : i Allow ing w hat you affirm, then how enn this or that take place 
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or how can it be so or so V — monsaov signifies that which exceeds or 
abounds , precedence , prcestantia. Sentiment : “ If what you say is 
true, then how is the Jew in any better condition than the Gentile, 
or what pre-eminence has he over him Y 

*Hr/{. . . . cr egtroju,7js, or what is the advantage or profit of cir- 
cumcision? That is, if the Jew is subject to the same condemning 
sentence a 3 the Gentile, of what use is the rite of circumcision, and 
the relation in which it places him to the people of God? 

(2) .... rgoKov, much [advantage] in many respects , or in 

every respect. Rendered in this latter way, rrdvra, would refer of 
course to something in the preceding context, and every respect 
would mean, every one already touched upon, e . g ., in ii. 17—23. 
Literally interpreted, rrdvra must mean in all respects. But the real 
sense of the phrase here is better given by the translation, in various 
or many respects , in a vaiiety of ways . 

UaSj-ov /xsv yag .... 0£oD, the principal one however is, that they 
were entrusted with the oracles of God. Beza- renders vrgurov, prima - 
rlum illud est quod . But Tholuck takes the {iiv which follows rrsuj7ov t 
to be the fitv of a protasis , to which indeed no apodosis succeeds. lie 
says, that i it agrees well with the fire of Paul’s mind, to regard him 
as having forgotten what was to follow, or to have considered the 
first thing here suggested as adequate to his purpose, without sug¬ 
gesting any more.’ But I must at least feel greater necessity than 
I see here, before I can adopt such a solution. Uouirov clearly means, 
in some cases, imprimis , maxime omnium , particularly , specially , 
most of all; e. g., Matt. vi. 33. Luke xii. 1. 2 Pet. i. 20. iii. 3. 
1 Tim. ii. 1. In these cases, it does not signify first in such a sense 
as implies a second in order, but first as the most eminent or most 
important thing in the writer’s mind or intention ; like the Hebrew 
e. g JVBPfcO, the most distinguished of nations, Num. 
xxiv. 20. Amos. vi. 6.—Tholuck further suggests, that renders it 
probable that a protasis is here intended, although he does not think 
this decisive. And truly it is not decisive ; for /nsv is not unfrequently 
used without any <3* following, both in the classical writers and in the 
books of the New Testament; e. g., 2 Cor. xii. 12. 1 Thess. ii. 18. 
Rom. vii. 12. xi. 13. x. 1, where “explication! inservit;” and so 
ydg in Acts xxviii. 22. 2 Cor. ix. 1. xi. 4. Heb. vi. 16. vii. 18 ; jub 
cuv, Acts xxvi. 9. 1 Cor. vi. 4, 7, et alibi. M h yd%, in cases such as 
those just cited, seems evidently designed to answer the place of the 
Latin equidem, quidem, i. e.> to give intensity to a declaration ; and 
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/m'sv may in such cases be called ju,ev intensivum y or (l\v concessivum , 
viz. impl ying that what is asserted, is supposed to be conceded; or at 
least that the speaker thinks it plainly ought to be conceded. It is 
indeed true, that /nsv may be said always to imply that another and 
different or opposite sentence or declaration must follow, although 
scarcely any usage is more frequent than the omission of this declar¬ 
ation in cases where it can be easily and naturally supplied by the 
reader. In the case before us the implication is, that to Jews were 
committed the divine oracles, and not to other nations: i. <?., [ 0 / ’I ovhaht\ 
(jj'sv yag ra \6yia, rov ©eoD, [roc uWct 5s oux stftffrevdricrav x. r. 

?,.] See examples of the like nature, confirming and illustrating this 
principle, in Passow’s excellent lexicon, s. v. /*fv, 2 . g. In this way 
since the implied opposition gives emphasis to what is expressed, we 
come to the conclusion that fisv is to be taken in an emphatic sense, 
where it stands thus alone. 

As to the it has indeed of itself no necessary connection with 
or influence upon the /ub ; and if the reader pleases, he may consider 
it as yd% illustranlisj i. e. y ydo standing before a clause designed to 
illustrate or confirm what precedes; which is the case with the clause 
in which ydg here stands 

In the case before us fih ydg implies, that the advantage [yrgurov] of 
the Jew, it must be conceded, lay specially in his having the gift of 
a revelation filled with precious promises bestowed upon him. We 
may translate (ad sensum) thus: i A peculiar advantage, as you must 
concede, is, that, &c.’; or, 1 The most important advantage is, &c.’; 
both having substantially the same sense. 

* On .... 0 eou is not to be construed by taking koyia as a Nomi¬ 
native, for it is the Accusative after toigrihOiitan It is a principle of 
the Greek language, that where a verb in its active voice governs 
the Accusative of a thing and the Dative of a person , the Accusa¬ 
tive is retained after a verb of the passive voice. Such is the case 
with c/mua* see Luke xvi. 11 . John ii. 24; compare for the passive 
voice, 1 Cor. ix. 17. Gal. ii. 7 . 1 Thess. ii. 4. 1 Tim. i. 11. Tit. i. 3. 
So frequently in the classics; see Wahl’s Lex. in verb., also N. Test. 
Gramm. § llf8. 6 . 

A 07 /a, oracles, like the lh c Hebrews, means any kind of 

di/ine response or communication, effatum divinum. Here, as verse 
3 shows, the kuyta has special reference to those oracles which con¬ 
tain promises respecting the Messiah, the Jewish nation, &c. 

In regard to the general sentiment of the verse, it is as much asJo 
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say, that more light, and better spiritual advantages were bestowed 
upon the Jews than upon the Gentiles. Access to the Scriptures 
would give more light; the promises offered encouragement to a life 
of piety; and in consequence of the state in which revelation placed 
the Jews, to them were made the first offers of the gospel. It should 
be remarked here, that the apostle contents himself for the present 
with naming merely one ground of advantage which the Jew had. 
The pressure of objections seems to have occasioned his omission of 
other grounds of precedence. The reader will find others in chap, 
ix. 1. seq. 

(3) T/ what then ? The usual inode of asking questions, 
ya$ being very often joined with an interrogation : see Passow on 
yap. It seems to be yug intensivum, in most of such cases ; as Acts 
xvi. 37, o-j ydg, not at all, 2 Tim. ii. 7. Job vi. 8. Phil. i. 18. In 
the present case, ydo seems to have a reference to what had been said 
in the preceding verse. The course of thought appears to be thus : 

‘ What then shall we say to this, viz., to that which I am now about 
to suggest V That is ; 6 Allowing what you have said to be true, 
then if some of the Jews were unfaithful, as you intimate, would not 
this detract from the veracity of the divine promises?’ 

E/’ faierwa v .... xa Tagyfjaei ; if some were unfaithful, will their 
unfaithfulness render‘void the faithfulness of God? That is, if 
some of the Jews have been unfaithful to the covenant, and are in 
no better condition than the heathen, how will this consist with the 
fidelity of God in respect to his promise made to the Jewish nation? 
—’HxIarrjGav is from acr/tfrew, which comes from ccrrus-o; unfaithful, 
(c riffrog often means faithful). ’A't/c-ew therefore means, not to he 
cr j <r r 6 $, i. q., to be unfaithful, treacherous, &c. viz. in respect to 
their covenant with God. The meaning is : 6 If the Jews practi¬ 
cally disregard, i. e., would not dutifully receive and obey, divine 
revelation, <Sc.’—n/<mv, fidelity, faithfulness in keeping promises ; 
compare Matt, xxiii. 23. 2 Tim. ii. 13, and perhaps Gal. v. 22. 
1 Tim. i. 4, 19. Rev. ii. 19. xiii. 10. The before dcr/ffr/a auruv 
is interrogative and employed here (as usual) in a question to which 
a negative answer is of course expected; see New Testament Gramm. 
§ 153, 4. 

M>$ ysvotro, hoc minime eveniat! Let not this be supposed; or not 
at all, by no means ! Optative of y'm^at joined with a negative. 
This should be included in verse 4. The Hebrew corre- 

ejfbnds to this. 
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( I ) rnetfOu d 's ... . %|/6u<jr?j£, bat let God be [accounted ] true, and 
every man false . ’ AX^g means veracious , faithful to his word or 
promise. —Yeucrr?^ is the opposite of dx^g. The meaning is : Let 
God be regarded as faithful although all men should thereby be 
deemed guilty of unfaithfulness; L e., much more becoming and 
proper is it, that men should impute unfaithfulness to themselves 
than to God. The second I have rendered and here, although it 
appears to be adversative. The sentiment is not injured by this 
version, and the repetition of but is avoided. 

To confirm the pious sentiment which he had just uttered, the 
apostle appeals to an expression of David (Ps. li. 7), where, in signi¬ 
fying his penitence in view of his past transgressions, he says (Sept. 
Ps. 1. 4): li Against thee only have I sinned, and done this evil in 
thy sight, okus av . . . . xg/Wda/ <se, so that thou mayest be justified 
when thou spealcest (or in thy words and be clear when 

thou art judged .” The Psalmist means to say, that as he had 
sinned in a grievous manner against God, so God is to be justified 
and acquitted altogether, when he reproves him for his sin and pro¬ 
nounces against it the sentence of condemnation. The like use would 
Paul make of the sentiment contained in these words. * Let us not/ 
snys he, ‘attempt to justify ourselves when we arc accused of being 
unfaithful; but let us justify God in all respects, when he condemns 
our conduct and vindicates his own/ 

’Ev to?; \6yoig <sou means, when thou utterest reproof or condemna¬ 
tion; i. c. y the connection in which it stands gives it of necessity 
such a turn.—N i/.fops, mightest overcome , Heb. mightest be 

pure, i. e. y mightest be adjudged to be pure, held to be guiltless or 
faultless. So in Rabb. Hebrew, and in the Gemara means vin- 
cere in causa . lie who in a judicial contest was adjudged to be 
pure or guiltless , of course was the victor; ami on this account the 
Septuagint vtur^g (adopted by the apostle) is a translation of the 
Hebrew ad sensum , although not ad verbum. 

’Ev rfi xf/ tntOai <se, Flatt, Reichc, and others construe as being in 
the passive voice. The Hebrew runs thus : .... 

ivhen thou speakest .... when thou judgest , or in the judgment of 
thee , i. e. y when thou art judged. The sense here seems plainly to 
require us to understand the meaning as passive; for the apostle 
designs to say, that when the doings of God are judged of by his 
creatures, he must be acquitted. So in the present case, he must 
be acquitted of all unfaithfulness. The Psalmist (Ps. li. 7) employs 
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the verb in its active sense, meaning to say, that when God 
condemns he will act justly. The use which the apostle makes of 
the sentiment, is of the same nature ; for he means to say : ‘ In pro¬ 
nouncing sentence or condemnation upon men, thou art to be justi¬ 
fied, and if thou art called in question for this, thou wilt prove to 
be victor, or come off clear in the contest.’ 

(5) E i Ss . . . . a-jvlarnai, but if our unrighteousness commend the 
righteousness of God. Ae “addit vim interrogation^ et usurpatur 
pracsertim intcrrogatione repetita,” Bretschn. Lex. o\ 3. b. The sense 
of 6s is plainly adversative here.— *A6r/Ju is here the generic appella¬ 
tion of sin, for which a specific name (dmcr/a) was employed in ver. 
3, and is used in ver. 7. In like manner, the Bixutoojvr, in ver. 

5, which, is a generic appellation, is expressed by a specific one 
in ver. 3, and by dX^Osia in ver. 7. The idea is .substantially the 
same, which is designated by these respectively corresponding appel¬ 
lations. Fidelity , uprightness , integrity , are designated by cr icrtv, 6r/.aio . 
o-jvriv, and aX^g/a- while acr/rfr/a, ddr/.ia y and designate unfaith¬ 

fulness , want of uprightness , and false dealing . All of these terms 
have more or less reference to the A*??, covenant, or compact (so to 
speak), which existed between God and his ancient people. But in 
the present verse, they are to be taken in a sense somewhat more 
enlarged. 

A/xa/ocry^K 0goD does not here mean (as it does in most cases where 
it is used in this epistle), the juslification which is of God; it desig¬ 
nates the divine justice , as the context clearly shows. For here 
the apostle (or the objector) is speaking of that attribute of God, 
which is concerned with the judging or punishing of offenders . Of 
course, the retributive justice of God must be understood by Bixcuo. 

duv7}v 0eoD. 

'Ivvierr^i, sets off to advantage , shows forth, renders conspicuous, 
—T/ egovfitv; what shall we say ? That is, how can we persevere in 
maintaining that the unbelieving part of the Jewish nation will be 
cast off, so long as even their very unbelief will be instrumental in 
setting off to more advantage, or in rendering more conspicuous, the 
retributive justice of God, and so of causing the more glory to his 
name ? The equivalent of W egou/xe v, is common in the Rabbinic 
writings, where it runs thus: 'M?, quid est dicendum ? 

This is usually expressed by the abbreviation 

Mi) u6ixo{ .... ogyyv ; is God unjust , who inflicts punishment? If 
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the interrogation were here made by fir\ oO, is not , etc. the solution of 
the sentence would be easy. But /it corresponds to the Latin num- 
ne } and asks a question to which a negative answer is usually ex¬ 
pected as a matter of course. The Attics employed it, however, 
with somewhat greater liberty, and in cases where a negative answer 
did not of course follow. On the contrary, ou is used as an interro¬ 
gation, where an affirmative answer is of course expected. For an 
example of both cases : doxeT eot rovro that ejqfcg ; Does this seem to 

you foolish? Ans. No. Ou xa/ xaAo'v i<sn rb ayaQov; Is not a good 
thing something excellent? Ans. Yes. We cannot translate, there¬ 
fore, as Turretin and many others have done: Nonne injustus Deus y 
dum infert iram? i. e ., is not God unjust, etc.? This would indeed 
make the sentiment more easy and intelligible, when viewed as com¬ 
ing from the objector; for that it is to be attributed to him appears 
from the sequel, xara avdgumv Xeyco. After all, however, nearly the 
same sentiment comes out of the passage in another way. The ob¬ 
jector asks: 17 egovjuev; fill ad/xog x. r. A .; That is; 4 Can it be now that 
God deals unjustly in the infliction of punishment [as your posi¬ 
tions would seem to indicate]?* The answer is in the negative of 
course: fi)\ ysvo/ro. The objector means by the question which he puts, 
the same thing as to say; 4 I cannot believe your representation, for 
it would make God unjust.* 

The immediate occasion for such a question on the part of the 
objector, seems to be furnished, of course, by the sentiment of the 
preceding verse, God, says the apostle, is to be justified in his con¬ 
demning : yea, he is altogether to be vindicated in it, even if all men 
are by him found guilty of unfaithful and treacherous dealing. 4 But,' 
replies the objector, 4 on your ground we may go on and say, that 
glory redounds to God because of such dealing on the part of men , 
for this gives opportunity for God to display his justice to greater 
advantage than it could otherwise have been displayed. Why not, 
now, carry these considerations forward, and come to the result to 
which they would naturally lead ? Why nor, conclude, that God is 
unjust when he inflicts punishment ? For this would seem to be a 
necessary consequence, if it be true that his justice is displayed to 
the greatest advantage by reasun of the wickedness of men, and lie 
thus gets to himself the more honour and glory. 

Tholuck attributes fi^ 6 edg x. r. A. to the apostle himself, as an 
answer to the preceding question. But the xara civOgurrcv A eyco and the 
/it yevoiro which follow, seem to me clearly to decide against this. 

i 



130 


ROMANS III. 6. 


Kara av^aj-rov Xeyco, I speak after the manner of men; i. e. } I speak 
as men are often accustomed to do. The expression itself is general; 
but the class of men whom the writer has in his mind here, arc 
plainly the objectors to his doctrine. The expression Kara avhurzov 
may mean : I speak more humano, L e ., in such a manner as is 
intelligible to men, in such language as men may comprehend; so 
av&guiKivov A syu, in Rom. vi. 19; and xard uvQpwko v Xsyuj, in Gal. iii. 15. 
In the sense first attributed to the phrase, the Greek and Latin wri¬ 
ters often use the like expression ; e . g Aristoph. Ran®, ver. 1090, 
cv yfri pgdfyiv av&(>(jjKeotig t which one must describe in a way that is usual 
among men; Athen. Deipnos. Tom. III. Lib. IX. 29, avdou kivu; AaA?/V, 
to speak like other folks . So Cicero: liominum more dicere , de Div. 
II. 64. In like manner the Rabbins, when they wish to express 
what is commonly understood or affirmed by men in general, say : 
HWfcJ as men usually afiirm, or say. 

(6) ysvoiro, by no means. This is the negative answer, given 
by the apostle to the question : ddr/.o; x. r. A. 

’Ecre/ Kwq .... xoV/aov ; otherwise , how shall God judge the world? 
i. e ., if it is not to be denied that God is unjust, or if we must con¬ 
cede that he is unjust, then how shall we admit the doctrine of a 
future or general judgment? —’Ecr ei, otherwise; comp. Rom. xi. 6, 22. 
1 Cor. v. 10. vii. 14. xiv. 16. xv. 29. Ilcb. x. 2, et alibi. The ques¬ 
tion, 4 How shall God judge the world?’ is founded on the conces¬ 
sions or established opinion of the Jews respecting a judgment-day, 
which w r ere well known to the apostle. The expression implies as 
much as to say: 6 You Jews concede that there will be a time of 
judgment, when God will punish the w icked and reward the righteous. 
But how can this be, if your objections have any force ? The retri¬ 
butive justice of God will be rendered conspicuous, when the wicked 
shall be condemned and punished, and God will be glorified thereby, 
just as in the present case; if this then be a reason why God should 
not punish, it is a reason why there should be no judgment; and in 
order to be consistent, you must deny this also.’ 

In this w ay we see, that the argument of the apostle is in a man¬ 
ner ad hominern , being founded on the concessions and established 
opinion of the Jews; which, however, in this instance, was in itself 
a well-founded and correct opinion. 

Yenema, however, with Ernesti, Limborch, Koppe, Cramer, Stolz, 
Reiche, and others, contend that xoV/aoj here means only the heathen; 
and Rciehc has endeavoured, at great length, to establish this inter- 
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pretation. But I do not see any thing to be gained from it. The 
Jews admitted a general judgment as well as a judgment of the hea¬ 
then. Why then could not Paul argue from this as well as from the 
other ? The nerve of the argument is the same in both cases ; and 
this is, that ‘ because God brings good out of evil, he is not therefore 
bound to remit the punishment of the evil, which must be inflicted 
at the day of judgment.’ 

(7) E/ yap .... avrou, still , if the truth of God has abounded the 
more unto his glory , on account of my false dealing . Tholuck un¬ 
derstands these to be the words of the apostle. To me they appear 
very plainly to be the words which he attributes to the objector. 
The yag at the beginning of the verse refers to an implied thought 
in the mind of the objector, viz., i My objection is still valid; for (ydp) 
if the truth, &c.’ As to aXijOe/a and ■^eU/tar/, see on verse 5. 

here means, God’s faithful dealings with his people, both in his 
threats and promises; ^eicr/xar/ means their unfaithfulness as to his 
covenant, their false and treacherous dealings in respect to their vows 
and obligations. Sentiment: * If the veracity and faithfulness of God 
are rendered more conspicuous, and this unto his own glory, by the 
false and deceitful conduct of his covenant people, why, &c.’ Ileiche 
insists here, that dXi}t)na must refer to true religion in opposition to 
idolatry (-^eDir/xa); and so he makes out the verse to apply to the hea¬ 
then . Wh) r then does he not refer dXriQrig and in verse 4, to 

the heathen? Is it not evident that the nouns here merely corre¬ 
spond to the adjectives there ? Why should the sense then oblige 
us to make a different reference of the meaning ? 

The nice observer of idiom will note, that the conditional sentence 
here, beginning with u has an Aor. Indie. (ineg/MiutE) in it, and 
therefore indicates that the speaker here states a case which he did 
not believe could take place, i. e ., it could not take place in the man¬ 
ner and measure that the language might seem to import. It is 
conditionality not founded on probability, but stated for the sake of 
objection. See New Test. Gramm. § 129. 3. d . 

T# cVj .... xo/Vo/xa/; then why am I still condemned as a sinner ? 
That is, why should I suffer punishment on account of that very thing 
which has contributed to the glory of God, inasmuch as it has oc¬ 
casioned the greater display of his perfections ? 

(8) Ka/' jut} . . . . dyadd ; shall we then [say], (as it is slanderously 
reported , and as some afinn that we do say): Let us do evil that 
good may cornel As /xtj is simply interrogative here, it cannot be 
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rendered (as in our English version), not. Mjj is connected with 
igoij/j,ev or understood, as appears from the following clause 

with or/; or it may be connected simply with troifaupev. The answer 
of the apostle is by a question which strongly implies disapproba¬ 
tion of the sentiment in the preceding clause; ‘ Shall we then speak 
out and say: Let us do evil that good may come ? as some do actu¬ 
ally, although slanderously, accuse us of saying.’ 'Or/, when the 
verse is thus explained, may be regarded as a particle marking cited 
icords (for so it is often used in all parts of the New Testament), 
viz., the words cro/^oj^ey x. r. X. Or the whole may be construed thus : 
Shall we say , then , that we may do evil , &c. Kai is here a continua- 
tive of the apostle’s reply to the objector. 

T>y.uG<pr\{bo\i!LtOu> literally, we are slanderously reported , viz., it is slan¬ 
derously reported that we say, etc. In the paragraph above, I have 
rendered ad sensum rather than ad liter am. 

The occasion given for the enemies of the gospel thus to slander 
Paul and others, was, that he preached the doctrine, that God would 
be glorified by the display of his justice in the condemnation of sin¬ 
ners, and that where sin abounded grace did much more abound; 
doctrines easily abused by a carnal mind, but which contain truths 
awful and delightful. Would God that abuse of them might have 
never extended beyond the apostolic age! 

T D.v ri xp/jLahdr/.Cv etn, whose condemnation is just. He means, that 
the condemnation of those who falsely attributed such doctrines to 
the apostles and other preachers, was just; in other words, that their 
offence was of such a nature as to deserve punishment. 

(9) T/ ouv; What then? *lhe question is by the objector; and 
ouv, in such a connection, implies as much as to say : 4 What now 
can be gathered from all this ?’ 

n*oe;£o/xs0a; Have we [Jews] any preference? That is, allowing 
all that you have said to be true, what preference now can we assign 
to the Jews? Have they any ground at all for a claim of superiority ? 
Tlgoe%6(j,t0a may be construed as in the Passive, t. e. y are we preferred? 
—Have we any precedence ? So in Plut. de Stoic. roTg aya&oTg true/ 
xar ouSsv <r^oe^o/xevo/f i^b rov A iog, i. e. y this is necessary for the 
good, who are not indulged at all with a preference by Jupiter. 

Ou ndvrug' none at all; i. e. 9 none as it respects the great point in 
debate, viz., whether all men are sinners before God, and under the 
condemning sentence of his law. So the latter part of the verse 
leads us to explain the sentiment; and a comparison with vers. 1, 2, 
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above, and ix. 1— 5, will oblige us thus to interpret it; for superi¬ 
ority of another kind, i. e ., in external advantages, is there directly 
asserted of the Jews by the apostle himself. 

ngoijrea<rd/u,e0a .... rfvou, for we have already made the charge 
against both Jews and Gentiles, that they are all under sin . I cannot 
find, in the best lexicons, any evidence that -r^oa/rao/ia/ means di¬ 
rectly to prove. Alrla is accusation, cause , ground , reason ; hence the 
verb atTidofiai means to accuse , to show cause , &c.; generally in a bad 
sense, implying the preferring or supporting of a charge against any 
one. According to this, the apostle means to say, that having 
already advanced or supported the charge against Jews and Gen¬ 
tiles of being sinners without exception, and of standing in need of 
the mercy proffered by the gospel, of course he cannot now concede, 
that the Jews have any exemption from this charge, or any ground 
of preference to the Gentiles, so far as the matter of justification is 
concerned. Upor^/aau/x^a, however, may here mean, and probably 
it does mean, we have shown reason why , or we have supported the 
charge that , & c. 

*T <p' dfLcc^Ttav means, under the power, or control of sin, subject to 
its dominion. 

(10) Katiug yeyganrui x. r. X. What is the object of this appeal ? 
Evidently it is to illustrate and confirm the point now in debate. 
And what then is this point ? Why plainly, that the Jews have no 
preference over the Gentiles, so far as their guilt and inability to 
justify themselves are concerned. The apostle had just said (in 
answer to the question put by a Jew, Have we any pre-eminence?) 
oO <7ramuc. Why not ? Because he had already shown reason why 
the Jews, as well as the Gentiles, are involved in the charge of uni¬ 
versal guilt; therefore, both were in the same condition, with respect 
to their need of a Saviour. What then is the object of further proof 
or illustration here ? Surely it must be the point in question, viz., 
whether in fact the Jews, equally with the Gentiles, lie under the 
imputation of guilt before God. The quotations then, have special 
reference to the Jew r s. So Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, Tholuck, 
Elatt, and others. So verse 19 obliges us to construe the quota¬ 
tions in question. 

The quotations are taken from various parts of the Hebrew Scrip¬ 
tures, and mostly in the words of the Septuagint. The general 
Btrain and object of them is to show, that in ancient times charges 
of guilt were made against the Jews, not less aggravated than those 
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now made by the apostle. The Jew could make no satisfactory 
reply to this, so long as he allowed the full weight and authority of 
the Old Testament. The apostle then, by adducing such charges 
from the Jewish Scripture, says in effect: ‘You cannot accuse me 
of making strange and novel charges against you. Your own Scrip¬ 
tures are filled with charges of the like nature.* 

That such is the general object of the quotations which follow, 
there seems to be no good reason to doubt. Certainly some of the 
passages adduced have not an unlimited signification, applicable to 
men of all times and all nations; at least they have not such a 
meaning in the Old Testament, in the connection in which they 
stand. Nothing can be more certain than that the writers of most 
of them arc not treating of the question, whether all men are de¬ 
praved ; but are advancing charges against the unbelieving and 
impious part of the Jewish nation. Now what characterized unbe¬ 
lieving Jews of old, may still be affirmed of them, i. e ., of all who 
reject a Saviour. This must proceed from wickedness of heart; and 
therefore the apostle may apply to all who are guilty of it, those 
descriptions of wicked Jews which the Old Testament exhibits. 
Such seems to be the plain and obvious method of interpreting 
the quotations before us. I am well aware that they have not un- 
ficquently been understood and explained in a different way, viz., 
as having a direct bearing on the universal depravity of the human 
race. The context both in verses 9 and 10 shows, however, that 
such an assumption is not well-grounded, and that the citations have 
respect to the apostle’s argument in regard to the moral condition 
of all unbelieving Jews. I say unbelieving Jews; for it is not to his 
purpose to show that such as believe and are already justified, are 
still under the condemning sentence of the law ; nor could this be 
said without contradicting what he frequently asserts, in the sequel 
of this epistle. 

In the way in which I interpret the quotations that follow, there 
is no difficulty with respect to the explanation of them, as they stand 
in the Old Testament. But in the other method, which makes them 
universal propositions, and makes the original authors to speak 
directly to the point of universal depravity, the difficulty of exegesis 
is insurmountable. Several of these passages, as they stand in the 
Old Testament, must have absolute violence done to them, in order 
to make them speak in this manner. This in itself, is a strong reason 
for suspecting such an interpretation ; and when united with the 
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other reasons named, seems to be amply sufficient to justify us in 
rejecting it. 

Let us proceed to consider each of the quotations separately. 
*0™ oux . . . . dg, is a quotation ad sensum of Ps. xiv. 1; where the 
Hebrew has pN . and the Septuagint, oux hr/ votuv xgvtrro- 

T7]ra, oux sariv ews* ivog. In Ps. liii. (a repetition of Ps. xiv.), the Sep¬ 
tuagint has simply oux hn cro/£v dyadoV while the Hebrew is the same 
as above. It would seem, therefore, that the apostle had his eye or 
his mind upon Ps. xiv., when he made the quotation before us; and 
that he has varied from the diction , but followed the sense of the 
original. Instead of saying there is none that doeth good , he says, 
there is none righteous (idem per alia verba). The ou5s elg of our 
text, evidently corresponds to the Septuagint oux hnv evog. 

(11) Oux ear/v auvioiv .... ©e 6v, corresponds to the Hebrew 

fcTH whether there is any one who under - 

standethy who seeketk after Gody Ps. xiv. 2. The question in the 
Hebrew implies a negative; and a simple negative is made by Paul, 
who says, oux hnv x. r. X. The Septuagint runs literally : E i lari 
auv/uv jj sxfyrav rhv 0£ov. Paul has cited ad sensum y and nearly ad 
verbum . 2 uv/u>v instead of tfuv/e/s, as from auv/su the old root. See § 81 

of New Test. Gramm. Comp. § 80. 

(12) Udvreg .... iv6g, cited exactly from the Septuagint version 
of Ps. xiv, 3. The Hebrew runs thus : 

sirftw nrv id 

T V :v T ; - T I 

d'id ntpy 
ins Dj) I'X 

IF diether all have gone out of the way , and together become cor¬ 
rupt ? None doeth goody not even one. Paul omits, as the Septua¬ 
gint also does, the interrogatory sense of the first clause, made by 

(which is co-ordinate with in the preceding verse), and ren¬ 
ders simply : Udvreg s^exXiv av* altogether ad sensum . 

The word auviwv in verse 11 means to have an enlightened know - 
ledgey viz. of God and duty.—' O exfyruv (Heb. ^O" 1 ) means, to wor¬ 
ship Gody to seek him in acts of devotion, meditation, &c., to be a 
devoted worshipper .— l%ix\ivav in verse 11 means, have departed 
from the right way, from the paths of piety and happiness.— 

QWa,v t have become corrupt , literally have her.ome unprofitable or use- 
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less. But as the meaning is here a moral one, the first rendering is 
the most appropriate. 

In regard to the original meaning of these quotations, there seems 
not to be much room for dispute. Who is it of whom the Psalmist is 
speaking? It is o citpguv, as ver. 1 determines. But are all men 
without exception a(peont ? Whatever may be the fact, yet it is not 
here asserted ; for in ver. 4 the workers of iniquity are expressly dis¬ 
tinguished from my people. In ver. 5, the generation of the righteous 
is distinguished from the workers of iniquity. It is plain, then, that 
the Psalmist is here describing two parties among the Hebrews; the 
one wicked, yea altogether corrupt; the other righteous, i. e ., belong¬ 
ing to the true people of God. 

The application of this passage by the apostle is plain. All unbe¬ 
lievers, all who put not their trust in Christ, are of the same charac¬ 
ter with those wicked persons whom the Psalmist describes. And 
what is now true of them, was once true of present believers, i . e. y 
before they became penitent. 

(13) Ttfpo; .... edoXiovffav, verbatim with the Septuagint version 
of Ps. v. 10 (v. 9); which runs thus in the Hebrew: 

npz mna -05 


A n open sepulchre is their throats ; with their tongues do they flatter , 
or speak deceitful things. Sentiment: * As from the sepulchre issues 
forth an offensive and pestilential vapour; so from the mouths of 
slanderous persons issue noisome and pestilential words.* Or if it 
may mean, as some suppose, that 1 their throat is like an open 
sepulchre, swallowing up and destroying all* (Reiche, Barnes), then 
what is the sense of their tongues t This shows that noisome and 
pestilential falsehood and flattery or deceit , is the idea which is in¬ 
tended to be expressed.—’ESoX/oDtfa^ speak deceit , deceive. The form 
of the word is the Alexandrine or Boeotian -<rav instead of -v, which 
is frequent in the Imperf. and 2nd Aorist; e . g., s’kd&oGctv, ejtutioffav, &c., 
for eXafiov, e/ lolQov, &c. ’JLdoXioZffav stands for i&oXiow, Imperfect active: 
see N. Test. Gramm. § 65. 8. 

The context in Ps. v. shows, that the workers of iniquity there 
mentioned are the party opposed to David. Those who opposed the 
Son of David , are characterized by Paul in a similar manner. 

Tis afSKthwv vvh ra auruv, accords verbatim with the Septuagint 
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version of a part of Psalm cxl. 4. (cxl. 3). The Hebrew runs thus: 

nnn swoy non, the poison of asps , or of the adder y is under 
their lips ; L e their words are like poison, they utter the poisonous 
breath of slander. The phrase before us gives intensity to the pre¬ 
ceding description ; all of which, however, is not intended to desig¬ 
nate merely some specific kind of slander, but the sinful exercise of 
the tongue , which (as James expresses it) is 6 xocr/xof ri\g udixiag, 
iii. 6. 

Here again, the persons characterized are the enemies of David. 
What was said of them may be applied, as the apostle here intimates 
by the quotation, to all those who refused submission to i David’s 
Lord that sat upon his throne.’ 

(14) T fb to ... . ye/m, runs thus in the Septuagint : Ou aeag to 
GTofia, avTou ye/Aei xai <Kixftag xa) diXov (Ps. ix. 7), which corresponds 

to the Hebrew in Psalm x. 7, fHOpCR excepting that oJ 

is added by the Seventy, and also 86X ou. The apostle has quoted 
the Hebrew, as it would seem, and exactly ad sensutn , the suffix pro¬ 
noun in VPB being generic , and indicating a real plurality , which 
Paul expresses by c5k. 

The violent and embittered enemies of the Psalmist are here char¬ 
acterized. The application is the same as before. 

Ihxpag is used to translate the Hebrew which literally 

signifies fraud , deceit . But as false accusations are here meant, 
which tend to destroy reputation and confidence, and proceed from 
bitterness of spirit, so mxgia ( bitterness ) is employed to characterize 
them, it being used ad sensum in a general way. Or did the Seventy 
read JTnip ? bitterness ? 

(15—17) ’o£f Tg .... eywffav, abridged from Is. lix. 7, 8. The 
Septuagint and Hebrew run thus: 

O; wodeg avrujv ek) irov7)g!av rfiyovci, 
raygvol ixyzat aJ/x-a, xa/ 0/ diaXtyi- 
<r(io/ avrujv btaXoyiff/Mo) acri povuv' cvv- 
r^t^LfLCL xa) raXaiffugia 6Y raTg 68o7g 
auTwv, xa) s/fijvyg ®ux olbaot. 


d ra nnp*j wry \rh on^jn 
'iv m nin^no Drprn^no 'pi 

d’iW Tpn : Dn'i^ppn "inssn 
1 yn* 

ii 


Here the expressions are altogether of a general nature, as they 
stand in the prophet, and plainly characterize a great part of the 
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Jewish nation in the time of the writer; compare Is. lix. 2, 4, 9— 
15. Of course this is still more directly to the apostle’s purpose, 
than the preceding quotations. Those correspond with his intention 
in the way of implication ; but the present quotation corresponds in 
the way of direct analogy . 

An inspection of the original will disclose how much the apostle 
has abridged it, in his quotation. Also in quoting he has substi¬ 
tuted < 't%e?g for rayjvoi in the Septuagint; then passing by a whole 
clause, viz., “ their thoughts are thoughts of evil,” he quotes the rest 
verbatim. Both the Seventy and Paul omit the Hebrew 'i?3 in the 
plirase innocent blood .— 1 Aor. Inf. comes from tx.yju> 7 

Fut. Uyilnsw (in the New Testament exyjui, as an Attic Flit, from 
the regular N. Test. Gramm. § 65. 3), 1 Aor. i^yjet after 

the manner of verbs in X, /x, v, £. A few verbs in Greek follow this 
method of forming the first Aorist. See Gramm. § 65. 10. 
Sentiment: i They are ready and swift to engage in crimes of the 
highest degree ; destruction and misery attend their steps , i. e ., where- 
ever they go, they spread destruction and misery around them. The 
way of happiness they take no knowledge of, or they give no heed 
to what concerns their own true welfare or that of others.’ 

(18) Oux £<r 71 .... avrZ>v, is exactly quoted from the Septuagint, 

and corresponds to the Hebrew, excepting the final ayrwv, which in 
the Hebrew and Septuagint is in the singular number. But then it 
is the singular generic , and so corresponds exactly in sense to the 
plural avru>v of the apostle. The Hebrew original is in Psalm xxxvi. 
1, and it runs thus : ^1/ P*?, there is no fear of God 

before his eyes; i. e ., he has no reverence for God, no fear of 
offending him which puts any effectual restraint upon his wicked¬ 
ness. 

(19) O’Jdapev . . . . XaXsX now we know that whatsoever things the 
law saitli , it addresses to those who are under the law ; i . e. y we know 
that whatever the Old Test. Scriptures say, when they speak in the 
manner now exhibited, they address it to those who are in posses¬ 
sion of these Scriptures, viz., to the Jews .—Ae continuativum, nunc, 
German nun , English now , in the sense of a continuative.—ToTg iv 
vopp, those who have a revelation or are under the law; iv conditionis, 
compare what is said on ev under chap i. 24. 

The object of the apostle is to show, that the Jews can in no way 
avoid the force of what is here said. It was originally addressed to 
the Jews, in a direet manner. What he has quoted was indeed 
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spoken at different times, to different classes of persons, and uttered 
by various individuals. But still the principle is the same. Jews 
are addressed; and the Jews are accused in the very same manner, 
i, e. f with equal force, by their own prophets whose authority is 
acknowledged, as they were accused by Paul. The principle then 
by which such an accusation is to be supported, is thus established. 
As to the actual application of this, and the facts respecting the 
conduct and character of the Jews in the apostle’s time ; all the 
writings of the New Testament, of Josephus, and others, and the 
direct assertions of Paul in this epistle, go to show that no injustice 
at all was done to them in the present case. 

It is this principle, viz., that in consistence with the fidelity of 
God to his promises, and consistently with the ancient Scriptures, 
the Jews might be charged with wickedness even of a gross character, 
and such as brought them as truly under the curse of the divine law 
as the polluted heathen were under it,—it is this, which the apostle 
has in view to establish by all his quotations; and this he does 
entirely establish. When thus understood, there remains no impor¬ 
tant difficulty respecting the quotations. lie did not need these proofs 
from Scripture, in order to settle the question about the depravity of 
the Gentiles . The Jews would reluctate only against the truth of the 
charges made against themselves. The character of the heathen was 
too palpable to be denied. That of the Jews, indeed, was scarcely 
less so in the eyes of others : but still, they themselves expected to 
escape divine justice, on the ground of being God’s chosen people . 
All expectation of this nature is overturned by the declarations and 
arguments of the apostle, in chaps, ii. iii. of this epistle. 

Such as undertake to prove universal depravity directly from the 
texts here quoted, appear to mistake the nature of the apostle’s argu¬ 
ment, and to overlook the design of his quotations. It is impossible 
to make the passages in the Old Testament, as they there stand, to 
be universal in their meaning, without doing violence to the funda¬ 
mental laws of interpretation. And surely there is no need of doing 
thus. The whole strain of the apostle’s argument at large, goes to 
establish universal depravity ; I mean the universal depravity of all 
who arc oat of Christy and are capable of sinning. The doctrine is 
safe, without doing violence to any obvious principle of exegesis; 
which w'e never can do with safety. I need scarcely add, that Flatt, 
Tholuck, and nearly all distinguished commentators of the present 
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day, so far as I know, agree in substance with the interpretation 
which I have now given. Yet lleiche objects to the view here given, 
on the ground that it would represent Paul as arguing from his own 
authority and not from the Old Test. But what hinders such a sup¬ 
position? Does not Paul teach, exhort, reprove, make declarations 
and assertions, throughout the epistle, on his own authority? And 
had he not the same authority as the writers of the Old Testament? 
He appeals, indeed, to the Old Test, and often does so, for the satis¬ 
faction, or the confounding of the Jews. But we are not to suppose 
that Paul wrote this epistle without any reference to his own autho¬ 
rity as an apostle, after what he had set forth at the beginning of it. 
See some remarks on this subject on the next page. 

"l>ot nav .... 0£w, so that every mouth must he stopped , and the 
whole■ world become guilty before God. has here the ecbatic 

sense, not the telic; for to assert that the Old Test, was written 
principally to stop the mouths of the guilty, would be a singular 
position indeed. See the excellent essay of Tittmann on JVa, in the 
Bibl. Bepository, No. I. of 1835.— Uav cvo^a. <p°a.yr\, i . e., every man } 
all men, whether Jews or Gentiles, must be convicted of sin, and be 
unable to produee any thing to justify their conduct ; compare Job v. 
16. Ps. cvii. 42. The phraseology is borrowed from the custom of 
gagging criminals, i. e stopping their mouths in order to prevent apo¬ 
logy or outcry from them, when they were led out to execution.— 
T voBixog, reus , sons , i. e., guilty, deserving of condemnation. 

But how extensive is the conclusion here? I answer, (1) It ex¬ 
tends to all who are out of Christ. I draw this conclusion, not so 
much from the mere forms of expression, such as nav cr6/xa and era; 6 
xoa/xoc, as I do from the nature and object of the apostle’s argument. 
What is this? Plainly his design is, to show that there is l^ut one 
method of acceptance with God now possible; and this is in the way 
of gratuitous pardon or justification. But why is this necessary in 
all cases? The answer is: Because all have sinned. Certainly, if 
those who do not believe in Christ cannot obtain pardon without him, 
this is because they are sinners, and have no claim on the score of 
justice or law. 

But (2) All who are in Christ, i. e ., are justified, have once been 
sinners, and do still commit more or less sin, for which pardoning 
mercy becomes necessary. Once they were among the impenitent 
and unregenerate. What the apostle asserts then, in our next, of all 
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men, need not be limited, and should not indeed be limited, merely 
to those who are out of Christ at any particular time, but may be 
extended to all who were ever out of him. 

That this is a bond fide application of the principle which he here 
contends for, is clear from his own commentary on this doctrine in 
chap. iv. For what does he say there? lie shows that even Abra* 
ham and David, as well as the grossest sinners, were justified only in 
a gratuitous way, being utterly unable to obtain the divine approba¬ 
tion on the ground of perfect obedience. What is the inference 
from all this ? Plainly that all men are sinners, and that none 
therefore can be saved by their own merits. So does verse 20 virtu¬ 
ally declare; and verse 23 says it explicitly. 

In form, the argument of Paul extends only to those who arc out 
of Christ ; but as this has once been the condition of all men without 
exception, so in substance it embraces all men without exception, 
who “ by nature are children of wrath, being children of disobe¬ 
dience for a that which is born of the flesh, is flesh.” 

I cannot forbear to add, that it seems to me a wrong view of the 
apostle’s meaning in verses 10—19, which regards him as labouring 
to prove directly the universality of men’s depravity, merely by the 
argument which these texts afford. Paul has other sources of proof, 
besides that of argument; for if lie himself was an inspired apostle, 
then surely his own declarations respecting the state of the heathen 
or Jews, were to be credited on just the same grounds as those of the 
ancient Psalmist and of the Prophets. Why not? And then, why 
should we be solicitous to show that every thing in Paul’s epistle is 
established by argumentation? Had the apostle no other way of 
establishing truth, except by argumentation? Arc not his own de¬ 
clarations, I repeat it, as weighty and credible as those of the ancient 
prophets ? If so, then we need not be anxious to retain the argu¬ 
ment as a direct one, in verses 10—19. Enough that it illustrates 
and confirms the PRINCIPLE which the apostle asserts, and for which 
lie contends. The argument from this principle is irresistible, when 
we once coneede that Christ is the only Saviour of all men with¬ 
out exception ; for this cannot be true, unless all men without excep¬ 
tion arc sinners. Of course I mean, all who are capable of sinning. 

(20) A/aV/ .... avrov, because that by xoorks of law shall no flesh 
be justified before him. A ion, on account of because that> for . In 
this sense it differs little or nothing from yd%. It is not employed to 
designate a logical conclusion from premises, but stands before a 
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clause which assigns a reason or ground of something already 
affirmed. Turretin, Morus, Rosenm., Bretsch. (lex.) have here mis¬ 
taken it for therefore; and I w r as misled by their authority, in the 
first edition of this work. The appeal of Bretsch. (lex.) to Acts xvii. 
31. Rom. i. 21. viii. 7. 1 Pet. ii. 6, does not at all support his con¬ 
clusion, 6t6n being employed in all these cases as above stated. 

"Egyc i'v vofMou, works of law , i. e., such w r orks as law requires; just as 
tgya 0£ou means, ( such works as God requires or approves;* and so 
egya rou *AGgadju, John Vlil. 39, ra egyoc rou rrurgag bfiuv [VoD 5/a£o?.GL»], 
John viii. 14; ra egya tZjv Nix.a\ajrojv, Rev. ii. 6; and so zgya rr k g 
— rr,g aagx.6g—roZ bia£6\ev—rrig rrla-tux;, &c., &c. From these and a 
multitude of other examples, which every good lexicon and every 
concordance will supply, it appears entirely plain that igya and igyof, 
followed by a Genitive which qualifies it, mean something to be 
effected or done, which is agreeable to the command, desire, nature, 
&c., of the thing which is designated by the Genitive noun. 

Concerning this usage, there is no just room to doubt. But the 
sense of v6/n ou has been thought to be less obvious. Does vo/iog then 
mean ceremonial law , or revelation in general, or the moral law 
whether revealed or natural ? Ambrose, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Pelagius, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Koppe, Ammon, 
ind others, have explained vagog as meaning the ceremonial law. But 
19 this correct ? The meaning of a word which is capable of various 
significations, is always to be judged of by the object or design of the 
writer, so often as this is practicable. What then is the object of 
Paul in the present case? Surely it is, to show that both Gentiles 
and Jews need that gratuitous justification which the gospel pro¬ 
claims, and which Christ has procured ; compare iii. 9, rzuv Gratia and 
rrag 6 xoofiog in iii. 19, rdvreg in ver. 23, together with ver. 29. Com¬ 
pare also chap. i. 19—32 with ii. 17—29. Nothing can be more 
certain than that the conclusion of the apostle is a general one, hav¬ 
ing respect to Jew and Gentile both. But how can it be apposite to 
say, in respect to the Gentiles, that they cannot be justified by the 
ceremonial law? Did the apostle need to make a solemn assevera¬ 
tion of this? Were the Gentiles sinners, because they had not kept 
the ritual laws of Moses? So the apostle docs not judge; see ii. 14, 
15, 26. How, then, can he be supposed to say in reference to the 
Centilcs (for the present verse refers to them as well as to the 
dews), that by the law is the knowledge of sin? What knowledge 
ul the ceremonial law of Moses did the heathen possess? 
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I remark in the next place, that transgressions of the ritual law 
are no part of the accusation which the apostle here brings against 
the Jews. In chap. ii. 17—29, he accuses them of breaking moral 
laws; and after having enumerated a long catalogue of crimes com¬ 
mon among the Gentiles in chap. i. 19—32, he goes on immediately 
to intimate in chap. ii. 1, seq., that the Jews were chargeable with the 
same or with the like crimes. In ii. 14, seep, and ii. 26, seq., he in¬ 
timates that the law, inscribed upon the consciences and minds of the 
heathen, inculcated those very things with regard to which the Jews 
were sinners. In iii. 9, seq., he brings Jews and Gentiles under the 
same accusation, explicitly charging all with being sinners, and sin¬ 
ners against a law which was common to both; as chap. ii. 15, 16, 
26, seq., most explicitly show. 

Again; when it is asked in Rom. vi. 15, Shall we sin because we 
are not ucrl vd/Aov but under grace ? what sense would there be in this 
question (which is supposed to be urged by an objector), provided 
the ceremonial law be meant ? Would an objector in the possession 
of his senses ask the question : i Have we liberty to break the woraJ 
law, i. e ., to sin, because we are not under the ceremonial V Or, 

1 because the ceremonial law will not justify us, may we not break 
the moral\av?V Yet vo^lov in Rom. vi. 15, is plainly of the same 
nature as vo(iog in iii. 20. 

Finally ; the apostle every where opposes the dnia/u<fig or 5/xa/otfuv?j 
of the gospel, to that justification which results from works in gene¬ 
ral, works of any kind whatever; e. g ., 2 Tim. i. 9. Eph. ii. 8, 9. 
Tit. iii. 5. Rom. iv. 2—5, 13—16. iii. 27. xi. 6. and in many other 
places. In all such cases, justification by works means a meritori¬ 
ous justification, while that which is by faith means a gratuitous 
justification. 

From all this it results, that vo/iov must here mean the moral law, 
whether written or unwritten, L e. } law in general, any law whether 
applicable to Gentile or Jew, any rule which prescribes a duty by 
obedience to which men might claim a promise of reward. Nor can 
this duty be limited merely to what is external. Surely the law of 
God, whether natural or revealed, does not have respect merely to 
the external conduct of men ; it also has reference to the state of 
their heart and feedings . So does Paul teach most explicitly, in 
Rom. ii. 28, 29, in Rom. ii. 16, and very often elsewhere. 

Understood in this way, the phrase e^ya vopov is plain. Neither 
Jew nor Gentile can be justified before God on the ground of obe- 
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dience, u all have sinned and come short of the glory of God 
each one has broken the law under which he has acted ; the Gen¬ 
tiles, that which was written on their minds and consciences, ii. 14, 
15; the Jews, that which was contained in the Scriptures, ii. 27. 
Now as the law of God, revealed or natural, requires entire and^’r- 
fect obedience, just so far as it is known and understood, or may be 
so without criminal neglect on the part of men ; and since “the soul 
which sinneth must die,” and “ he who offendeth in one point is 
guilty of allit follows of necessity that all men, whether Jews 
or Gentiles, while in an unconverted state, are under the condemning 
sentence of the law; and therefore that they cannot possibly claim 
acceptance with God on the ground of perfect obedience. Nay, so 
far are they from this, that they can expect nothing but condemna¬ 
tion andmisery from simple retributive justice being exercised toward 
them under a pure system of law ; for “all have sinned,” and there¬ 
fore “all have come short of the glory of God.” 

In no other way, as it seems to me, can the general course of 
argument by the apostle be understood and interpreted so as to pre¬ 
serve consistency with the other parts of this epistle, and with his 
other writings, or so as to harmonize with the particular design and 
object of the writer. Accordingly Storr, Flatt, Tholuek (not to 
mention a multitude of the older commentators), have explained 
egya iv vojxov substantially in the same manner as I have doue. 

I add merely, that the question here is, whether men in their 
present state and character, being actual transgressors, can be justi¬ 
fied by the law. The generic and abstract question, whether human 
nature is capable of fulfilling the law, is not the subject of discus¬ 
sion. Nor can this be a question of moment, so far as the simple 
doctrine of justification is concerned; inasmuch as it is quite certain 
that all men born in the natural way, who are capable of sinning, 
do sin. 

Ifaera/, see on dixaioovvq in i. 17, where the verb d/xaiou is 
also explained. It means here to be accepted and treated as having 
fully kept the precepts of the law. —O u czaect .... 
no one; a true Hebraism in all respects. Indeed the expression 
would hardly have been intelligible to a mere Attic Grecian, there 
being nothing like it in his own dialect. 

If all the world are vvoSixog rtjj ©e£>, then must it be true that none 
can be dixaTog before him in a legal sense, u e. y on the ground of per¬ 
fect and meritorious obedience. *Evu Wiov aZroZ in his view , in 
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his sight, in his presence. The mind of the writer here contemplates 
mankind as standing before the divine tribunal, in order to be judged 
of the things done in the body. 

Aia ya§ . . . . a/Maoriag, for by law is the knowledge of sin . The 
yd% here introduces a reason or ground why icorks of laic will not 
justify. The law condemns but does not justify; and this, because 
men have broken it. No/xou here must evidently mean the same as 
it does in the clause egyo/v vopov' which clearly signifies any law 
of a moral kind, either natural or revealed. Turret-in understands 
*o,aou, in the phrase before us, as meaning the Jewish Scriptures. 
But inasmuch as the preceding phrase is general, it must be under¬ 
stood so here. All law is a rule of action, in the most extensive 
sense of this word, embracing the internal as well as the external 
developments of the human soul. By this rule all actions are to be 
scanned; the Gentiles are to scan theirs by the law written upon 
their own minds, ii. 14, 15: the Jews by their own Scriptures. The 
precepts of law, whether natural or revealed, by commanding this 
and prohibiting that, serve to make known the nature of sin; for all 
sin is uvo/iia , want of conformity to the law. The simple design of 
the apostle in saying d/a yag ►o/xou iyveaug ajuagriag, is to remind 
those whom he addressed, that the law (any law either natural or 
revealed), so far from holding out to men who arc sinners the pro¬ 
spect of justification before God and promising them acceptance with 
him, is the very means of bringing them, by its disclosures respecting 
the nature and guilt of sin, to a knowledge of their unhappy and 
desperate condition, inasmuch as it shows them that they are exposed 
to its full penalty for every transgression which they have com¬ 
mitted. The word in'/yvaa/g is stronger than the simple word ymc/g J 
and in this way the apostle means to intimate the clear knowledge 
of sin which the law communicates. 


CHAP. III. 21—31 


The apostle having shown that both Jews and Gentiles are all under 6in, and therefore are 
obnoxious to the penalty of the divine law; having also declared (what must indeed be obviou3 
lVom the fact Just stated), that gi'otuiiona pardon or Justification is the only wny of salvation now 
open for men; he proceeds to intimate, that this way of salvation Is disclosed In the Old Testa¬ 
ment Scriptures, verse 21; even that Justification which is proposed to all men without dislino 

Iv 
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tioD, and conferred on all who believe in Christ, verse 22. No difference can be made, as to the 
need of such a justification, between the Jew and Gentile, inasmuch as all without exception are 
sinners, and therefore stand in the same need of gratuitous pardon, verse 24. Christ is set forth 
to all men as a propitiatory offering or sacrifice, the efficacy of which may be experienced by faith in 
his blood; and Christ is set forth in this manner, in order that God may manifest to the world 
the provision which he has made for the forgiveness of sins committed in former ages, and also 
under the new dispensation, thus disclosing a way in which his holy regard to justice may be pre¬ 
served, and yet his pardoning mercy be bestowed on the penitent heliever in Jesus, verses 25, 26. 
All boasting then of salvation, on the ground of our own merits, is entirely excluded, because jus¬ 
tification by faith, from its own nature, must be wholly gratuitous, verse 27. Well may we con¬ 
clude, then, from all tliis, that we are gratuitously justified, and not on the ground of merit, verse 
20. God, moreover, justifies all on the same ground, because he Btands in the same relation to 
both Jews and Gentiles, verse 29 ; both the circumcised and the uncircumcised he justifies by 
faith, verse 30. But are the Old Testament Scriptures annulled, by inculcating such doctrine? 
Not at all; for (as was before said, verse 21) they teach the very same doclrine, vereeSl. 


(21) N vvl crepavsgsorcct, but now, the justification without 

law which is of God, is revealed. Niw, now, i. e under the gospel 
dispensation, in distinction from ancient times, or former days .—-As 
“particula discretiva , opposita conjungens.”— Xuglg uo/x/ou, without 
law, i. e ., without the aid or concurrence of law, or in such a way as 
not to be by means of law, or in a way different from or contrary to 
that of legal justification which rests solely on the ground ol perfect 
and meritorious obedience. Xwolg >o/xou, may be interpreted as quali¬ 
fying intasoavvi) 0eoD, or it may possibly be joined in sense with rrstpavs- 
gurar the meaning in either case may perhaps be substantially the 
same. I interpret it as qualifying 3/xa loevvr, ©eou, both on account of 
its position in the sentence, and because of its more appropriate 
meaning when thus construed ; for thus considered it designates 
that this dntcuocvvi j is gratuitous , i. e., not on the ground of merit or 
legal obedience. 

A/xa/offuv? j ©goD see on i. 17.—nepav^wra/, is disclosed, manifested, 
revealed, viz., in or by the gospel. 

.... x-goptjrw, which is testified, i. e ., plainly and 
openly declared, by the law and the prophets, u e., by the Old Testa¬ 
ment, the Jewish Scriptures; compare Matt. v. 17. vii. 12. xi. 13. 
xxii. 40. Luke xvi. 16. John i. 45. 4 Macc. xviii. 10. The apostle 
means by this to aver, that he teaches no new thing; he only repeats 
what in substance has been declared respecting gratuitous justifica¬ 
tion, by the Old Testament Scriptures. And when he says vwl . . 
irepavegura/, is NOW revealed, in the preceding part of the verse, lie 
means that this shall be emphatically (not absolutely) understood; 
otherwise the same verse would contain a contradiction of itself. 
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He designs to say, that gratuitous justification is more fully and 
amply revealed by the gospel. 

What is merely hinted in the declaration before us, Paul goes on 
fully to develop in chapter iv. 

(22) What that bixeuoavvr\ 0eou is, which is voy,ou, the apostle 
next proceeds explicitly to develop. Aixaiosvvr) be... . Xgitrov, 
the justification then which is of God by faith in Jesus Christ . This 
explanation makes it clear as the noon-day sun, that bixaioevvri Qeov, 
in this connection, does not mean unrighteousness or the love of jus¬ 
tice as an attribute of God. For in what possible sense can it be 
said that God’s righteousness or justice (as an essential attribute) is 
by faith in Christ? Does he possess or exercise this attribute, or 
reveal it, by faith in Christ? The answer is so plain that it cannot 
be mistaken. The bz here is placed in a clause added in the way of 
explanation, but containing something diverse still from the preceding 
clause. It may be regarded as equivalent to the Latin videlicet, the 
German nadmlich , and our English to ivit, namely. So Bretsch. (lex.) 
Benekc. Rciche thinks it stands as adversative to m/aou. To 

me it seems plainly to stand in a clause which is a resumption of the 
preceding b/xu/otivvq Qtoo for the sake of further explanation. The 
Attics often employed be as a sign of resumption ; see Passow on 6s. 
In such a case, it is equivalent to our, and so , therefore , then. The 
shade of thought appears to be this: i As it is a justification x u Z*£ 
nfitu, then or therefore (5e) it is a justification by faith;’ or the sense 
will be good it we construe thus : ( a justification ;/w£/c vouou, namely 
(5s) a justification by faith.’ But this latter usage of 6s without any 
adversative sense in any respect, seems hardly admissible. Bretsch. 
(lex. bs, 3. d) has failed to prove it by his citations. The Attic 
usage in resumption seems to be the most facile mode of explanation; 
because a resumption for the sake of further explanation implies 
some diversity of declaration, and bz is designed to note any tiling of 
this nature. The translation of it is indeed difficult, because of the 
poverty of our language; and it must be different according to the 
different nature of the sentiment and the connection. In the present 
case then, (German also) seems to give the sense of the original, as 
nearly as we can give it by a version. 

A/a viffrsaii TjjffoD Xyorov, by Christian faith , i. e., by that faith of 
which Jesus Christ is the object, *I?j<rou Xparov being Genitivus objecti; 
for most clearly it is not faith which belongs to Christ himself, but the 
faith of sinners towards him. The meaning of the apostle is, that 
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the gratuitous justification which the gospel reveals, is that which is 
to be had by believing and trusting in Christ as our Kedeemer and De¬ 
liverer; compare vers. 23—26. Faith, indeed, is not to be regarded as 
the meritorious cause or ground of justification (which is wholly gra¬ 
tuitous, ver. 24), but only as the means or instrument by which we come 
into such a state or relation, that justification can, consistently with 
the nature and character of God, be gratuitously bestowed upon us. 

E is rrdvrag xai irri srdsrag, to all and upon all. Luther understands 
i^ojuevri before tig rrdvrag, i. e., [d/xa/otruv?j 0eoD e*%p/tsvri] tig rrdvrag. The 
sense is good ; but may not the same end be attained in another 
way ? May we not construe tig rrdvrag as connected with cmpa/swra/? 
I am aware that (panoou usually governs the simple Dative after it 
in such cases ; but then it is equally certain, that the New Testa¬ 
ment writers often use the Accusative with tig instead of the simple 
Dative, or the Dative with tv' see Bretschn. Lex. tig, 5. b. Very 
naturally may we suppose, that after rrttpeivboorat the persons would 
be named to whom the revelation is made. May we not suppose 
them to be designated by tigrrdvrug? 

*E rri rrdvrag appears to mark the subjects, who receive the SixctioGwri 
in question ; which is clear from the rovg martvovrag that follows and 
qualifies it. 1 am aware, indeed, that many commentators suppose 
that rriGrtvovrag belongs equally to both cases of rrdvrag. But may we 
not suppose, that tig rrdvrag denotes to whom the proclamation of 
d/xatoouv7), gratuitous pardon , is made, i. e ., that it is made to all men? 
K aiirri irdvrag rojg rrnfrtvovrctg I should then consider as a kind of pa¬ 
renthesis thrown in to guard against the idea that the actual bestow- 
ment of justification is as universal as the offers of it. The offer is 
made to all men without exception; believers only, however, are 
entitled to the actual reception of it. My reason for supposing such 
a parenthesis here, is, that the writer immediately resumes the gene¬ 
ric or universal idea, oj yd% ten x. r. A„ which shows that his mind 
is intent on the illustration of tig rrdvrag, as his principal proposition. 
Besides this, the clause irri rrdvrag rovg mGrtvovrag is omitted in A., 
B., C., Copt., ^Eth., Arm., Clem., Origcn ; which shows at least that 
it was not deemed essential to the pidncipal sentiment. The main 
object is to show, that there is no exception at all as to the need of 
that justification which the gospel proposes. As this is plainly Ins 
main point, Paul only suggests, here and there by the way, the 
extent in which the justification proposed is actually, bestowed— err} 
rrdvrag roug rr tGTtiovr ag .... xa/ dtxuiovvTa, rbv ix rriffreug 'l7j<roD (vcr. 26). 
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[t is by overlooking these nicer shades and connections of thought 
in this paragraph, that many critics have come to the conclusion, 
that no difference exists here between e/s navra; and eni rravrag. So 
Reiche; who thinks them to be merely intensive. But this is a posi¬ 
tion which seems to be contradicted by the course of thought before 
and after these expressions. Before eni xdvrcii either Uri or rather r\ 
&xa/otfui/7j eotI seem to be implied; and then kni is used in the sense ol 
ad cornmodum , for; comp. Heb. viii. 8 . Heb. xii. 10; see also 
Bretschn. Lex. erri, III. 5. 

Ou ydg eoti biOL6To\riy for there is no distinction or difference; L e. y in 
regard to the matter of justification by faith or gratuitous justifica¬ 
tion; all men stand in the same need of it, and must perish without 
it. In this respect there is no distinction whatever between Greek 
and Jew; for as all have sinned, so justification by deeds of law y i. e 
by perfect obedience to the law, is an impossible thing, inasmuch as 
it is impossible that a sinner should lay in any proper claim to such 
a justification. The ydg here is ydo illustrantis vel cojifirmantis, the 
sequel being designed to illustrate and confirm the affirmation made 
above, viz., that the justification which is of God without law, u e. y 
gratuitous justification, is revealed tig -r dvrag. 

(23) ndvreg yd% .... ©ecl/, for all have sinned , and come short of 
divine approbation , or of the glory which God bestows . The yd% here 
is again ydo illustrantis vel confirmantis , i, e., it is placed at the 
commencement of a sentence which is designed to illustrate and con¬ 
firm the preceding assertion, and to show the reason why there is no 
hiaoroX?]. 't arefsw comes from voters, last , and sometimes means (as 
its etymology would indicate) to be last or inferior , 1 Cor. xii. 24. 
viii. 8. 2 Cor. xi. 5. xii. 11. The passive voice (uffr^oDvra/is passive) 
is used in the same sense (for substance) as the active; lorefeoj mean¬ 
ing deficioj destituo , and uoweo^a/ destituor 7 I am wanting in y I am 
deficient in . The idea in our text is that of failing y wanting , being 
deprived or destitute of. The verb, when used in this way, of course 
governs the Genitive by the usual principles of syntax. 

AoJ’JS roD ©sou is rendered by many as I have rendered it, viz., the 
divine approbation. So indeed most commentators translate it: and 
with good philological support, inasmuch as d6 %a often and even com¬ 
monly means pvaise y approbation , in the classics, and has a like sense 
in the N. Test., e. g. y John v. 41, 44. vii. 18. viii. 50, 54. xii. 43. 
Nevertheless, as very often means, by N. Test, usage, a glorified 
state } a splendid glorious condition y supreme happiness y it may be so 
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taken here, and ©eol? may be construed as Genitivua auctoris, so that 
Sogijg too ©Eou would mean, the glory which God bestows , or of which 
God is the author. So Semler, Morus, Bohme, Chrysostom, Beza, 
Hammond, Bengel, Glockler, and others. But still, as the subject 
is here that of justification, viz., acquittal, 86% qg may be employed in 
the classic sense of opinion (here good opinion , approbation ), i. e. y the 
approbation of the final judge of men, when they stand before his 
tribunal. The idea would then be, that inasmuch as all men have 
broken the law of God, so they cannot expect his approbation in the 
day of trial, provided they stand upon the ground of their own merits. 
Hence the necessity of some other method of justification different 
from that which is by works of law . This opinion on the whole, 
seems to be the most apposite. 

(24) Aixcliov/hvoi .... 'lyaou, [all] being justified freely by his 
grace through the redemption which is by Christ Jesus . On the one 
hand the apostle declares that all have sinned, and thus they have 
rendered a sentence of acquittal and reward impossible on the ground 
of laiv. Pie now asserts the counterpart of this, viz., that all who 
obtain justification must obtain it gratuitously and only by virtue of 
the redemption that Christ has accomplished; a proposition which 
contains the very essence of all that is peculiar to the gospel of 
Christ, or that can make a solid foundation on which the hopes of 
perishing sinners may rest. 

The ellipsis before and after br/.aiou/isvoi may be filled out thus: 
[crcbrEg] hr/.aio\j(j,ivoi [s/cjv]; for 5/xa/oj/xsvo/ here evidently stands in the 
room of a verb. In fact, verses 23, 24, are really two different sen¬ 
tences ; while the present grammatical construction of them makes 
but one.— Aojgtdv, freely , gratuitously , in the way of mere favour 
Augean (Heb, E3H) comes from dugi a, donum gratuitum y benefeium ; 
and this, with rnunus , hd^iMct beneficium , and duftoyat dono y all 

originate from bidwy./ or d/dow to give . 

Tjf avrou x“g iT/ > ty his grace , epexegetical of dvgtdv, and added to 
give intensity to the whole sentence or affirmation; comp. Eph. ii. 8, 
9. 2 Tim. i, 9. Tit. iii. 4, 5. 

’ AnoXvrouxfeciJs, redemption . The force of this word may be best 
seen by recurring to its root Xvrgov, which means, c the price of ransom 
paid for a slave or a captive, in consequence of w hich he is set free.* 
A urgow and uvohurgow both mean, to pay the price of ransom; dsroXvrgooj 
is somewhat intensive , and = pay off. Accordingly Xurgutig and a -to. 
Airgwcr/s mean, (1) The act of paying this price; and (2) The conse- 
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qudices of this act, viz. the redemption which follows it. In this 
way the idea of a-roAur^wtf/; comes at times to be merely a generic 
one, i. e., liberation, deliverance .—T ns iv XcnfrZ *17i<fov designates the 
author of our redemption or liberation, viz., him who paid the ran¬ 
som and procured our freedom, when we were the slaves and captives 
of sin and Satan, and exposed to the wrath of God, i. 18. The sequel 
defines more exactly what the writer understands by dnoXurgdatug in 
this place. 

(25) The most important word in the translation of the first clause 
of this verse, is iXatrfyov, the senseof which must first be determined. 
In classic Greek it is equivalent to the adjective tXdetpog, propitia¬ 
tory , atoning ; which comes directly from iXaapog, atonement , propiti¬ 
ation; iXdatpog, i\a6T/xbg y /Aa< rrrjpog (the last three are equivalents), and 
i'Aatfjtta, all come from iXd<j'/.opou or iXdapat (/X'zopou Att.), which Homer 
always employs to designate the making of propitiation or atonement 
to the gods. The later Greeks sometimes used ixdaxopat in the sense 
of being propitious . 

In our text /AaoT^/ov is an adjective used in an elliptical way, like 
other adjectives of a similar nature ; e. g^apur^tovy Gurrigjov, ra ir^cr/a, 
rd yt>idXta 7 <£c. The question naturally arises: What is the noun 
here to be supplied after IXacrrijeiov ? Is it ivitlnpcc (in'dipa), cover; or 
bD/ia, offering or sacrifice? 

In the first of these ways, the Seventy employ iXaeriipov sometimes 
joining it with enifopa, Ex. xxv. 17 ; but usually omitting Wifcp a and 
using i\affT7}gtov alone, in the same sense which both words wouldgive; 
e. g.y Ex. xxv. 18, 19, 20 bis, 22. xxxvii. (Sept, xxxviii.) 6, 7, 3, 8 bis. 
Lev. xvi. 2, 13, 14, 15, &c. In all these cases whether tXaffr^iov has 
imdepa expressed or not, the Hebrew word is covering , viz. the 

covering of the ark of the covenant in the most holy place, which was 
overlaid with pure gold (Ex. xxv. 17), over which the cherubim 
stretched out their wings (Ex. xxv. 20), and which was the throne of 
Jehovah in his earthly temple, the place from which he uttered his 
oracles, and communed with the representatives of his people, Ex. 
xxv. 22; comp. Ex. xxxvii. 6—9. Into the inner sanctuary where 
the ark was, the high-priest entered but once in a year (Heb. ix. 7), 
when he sprinkled the rnB? ixacr^iov with blood, in order 

to make propitiation for the sins of the people, Lev. xvi. 2, 15, 16. 

In like manner with the Seventy, Philo calls the nupa /Aa- 
ffripov and iv/Ospa iXaer^iovyL e.y a propitiatory covering; Vita Mosis, 
III. 668. (Frankf. ed.) Also in de Prof. p. 465. 
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Such is the Septuagint usage of '/Xasr^iov. But was Paul neces¬ 
sarily limited to this? Certainly not, inasmuch as the common 
Greek idiom afforded him another combination of i\aerijotov, viz. 
/XatTTigiov SvfLa, propitiatory sacrifice or offering . So Dio Chrysostom, 
Orat. II. 184, /Xaffr^p/or y Ayatol rfj ’A^qva, the Gi'eeks [made] a pro¬ 
pitiatory offering to Minerva . So Josephus, /Xatfrqg/op fivr^a, a pro¬ 
pitiatory monument, Antiq. XVI. 7. 1. So in 4 Macc. xvii. 22, 
/Xa <srr\ofav ^ava-rou a -jtou, his propitiatory death. Symmachus in Gen. 
vi. 14, iXdffs/g iXaerqgiov. 

Which now of these two methods of construing iXaarrjtiov shall 
we choose ? Origen, Theodoret, Theophylact, CEcumenius, Erasmus, 
Luther, and others, have preferred the former : Hesychius, Grotius, 
Le Clerc, Kypke, Turretin, Eisner, Flatt, Tholuck, and others, the 
latter. “Fatemur (says Turretin) expositionem illam [prioremj 
minus commodam nobis videri;* after which he goes on to say, that 
he understands by iXaffrrjoiov an expiatory victim. I most fully agree 
with Turretin. A good reason for this opinion is, that in the phrase 
h r£5 cufLOLTi abroZ which follows, there is a reference to the aT/tia of the 
iXaffrrigiot. It may be said, that if Christ be represented as the mercy- 
seat which was sprinkled with propitiatory blood, a i/ian aurcZ may 
refer to this. But my answer is, that such an image is unnatural ; 
for then Christ would be represented as a mercy-seat, sprinkled with 
his own blood ; an incongruous figure, if the analogy of the Jewish 
mercy-seat be consulted. But if iXaar^Piov means a. propitiatory sacri¬ 
fice, then is the usage altogether congruous; inasmuch as the blood 
was sprinkled round about upon the altar, where the sacrifice was 
laid, Lev. i. 5, 11. iii. 8. 

There is another way of casting light upon this subject, viz. by 
investigating the meaning of In the classics, means 

(1) To lay before , to set before , e . g to set any thing before one for 
him to eat; also to set a mark before one, or a punishment, or a 
reward; i. e ., to propose . (2 ) Publicly to expose or to hold up to view , 

e. g., to expose goods, wares, &c., for inspection and sale; also to 
declare enmity, war, hatred, &c. (3) It means to prefer; which 

is the least common signification. In the New Testament 
is sometimes used in the sense of purposing , decreeing , constituting; 
e. g., Rom. i. 13. Eph. i. 9. So also in Joseph. Antiq. IV. G, 5. 
But with this meaning the verb is intransitive, and of course is not 
followed by the Acc. case. 

Of these various meanings, the second classical one seems plainly 
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to be that which is beet adapted to our text; for this best agrees with 
the 6 is evde/^iv and eVde/£/v which follow. u Ov Kgo&tTO 6 0£og iXaorripov 
may then be rendered, whom God hath openly exhibited to the world 
as a propitiatory sacrifice . But suppose now that we construe 
tXaGrtyw as meaning mercy-seat , then where is the congruity of the 
image? Was the mercy-seat exhibited to the view of those for 
whom atonement was made ? Never; the high-priest only saw it 
once in each year, ©n the great day of atonement. To avoid this 
evident incongruity, one must render irgo&ero, constituit; and then 
the evident reference made by it to tig evdei^iv and ngbs evdsifyv, is lost 
or obscured. 

On the whole, I see no congruous method of interpreting the pas¬ 
sage before us, except by rendering iXaar^/ov propitiatory sacrifice. 
In respect to the sentiment which this rendering exhibits, compare 
John i. 29. Eph. v. 2. 1 Pet. i. 19. ii. 24. Heb. ix. 14. 1 Cor. 

t. 7. If t’kaartyov be rendered propitiation (as in our English version), 
the sense will be the same. 

Aid Trig viareas, by faith , i. e. y this sacrifice then produces its pro¬ 
pitiatory effect, when faith is exercised in the blood, t. e., death of 
the victim which is offered. In other words: Christ makes expia¬ 
tion which is effectual for such, and only such, as trust or put confi¬ 
dence in his atoning blood, i, e, y who believe in him as the u Lamb 
of God which taketh away the sin of the world.” So Glockler and 
others. 

Aid rris manug may also be connected with bixaiovymi or with 

shero* so Reiclie and others; but not to so good purpose, nor so 
naturally, as with jXatrrijgiov. 

’Ey Tip aiyan clvtou means his bloody death; the expression and 
image being borrowed from the expiatory blood of the ancient sacri¬ 
fices. Faith in his blood or in the death of Jesus, as the means of 
expiation, seems to be the distinguishing trait above all others of 
true Christianity. The phrase ev rp aiyaTi avrou may also be con¬ 
nected with dixaiovfievoi. So lieiche, Winzer, Fritsche, and others. 
The sense remains substantially the same. Or it may be connected 
with i\a,<jTr)ptov, and still the same sentiment for substance be retained. 
So Chrysostom, Theodoret, Vitringa, Calov, and others. 

E ig evdeifyv .... vgbg ivdeifyv. Two questions that are very impor¬ 
tant in respect to the interpretation of vers. 25, 26, arise here, viz. 
(1) Are tig and rrgog used in this place as equivalent terms, and 
joined with evdei^iv as designating a sense which in both cases is the 
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same ? (2) Is -rgig hbttfyv co-ordinate with tig evde/g/y, i. e., is it arranged 
in the same manner, and does it sustain the same relation to the first 
part of the whole sentence? As to the first question ; nothing can 
be more certain than that both tig and orgog stand before the Accusa¬ 
tive case, and before the Infinitive mode used as a noun in the Ac¬ 
cusative, in order to designate the intention , object , purpose , design y 
endy &c., of any thing; e. g., tig in order to obtain life, tig rr { v 
avop/av in order to commit iniquity , tig o for which purpose , tig rouro 
for this pur pose y tig rb s/mkclIZcu in order to mock . Matt. xx. 19, tig to 
(jvaioaj^jjva/ in order to be crucified , and so in numberless instances; 
see Bretsch. Lex. tig 3. The same thing is true of rrgog* e. g ., rrghg to 
Sgabijva/, in order to be seen, Matt. vi. 1 ; rrfog for the 

sake of passing the winter , Acts xxvii. 12 ; vfig rb e^u/x^a/, in order 
to lust, Matt. v. 28; rrgbg oixobo/^v, for the sake of edification , Horn, 
xv. 2 ; tffig hrgorrw, for the sake of shaming you, 1 Cor. vi. 5, et al. 
saepe; see Bretsclin. Lex. crg6g f III. c. 

So far then as usage is concerned, it is a perfectly plain case, that 
tig hhafyv and ngbg hhu^tv may be altogether equivalent. Tholuck 
thinks that the change of prepositions (e/gand ngog) makes against 
the co-ordination of tig ivhtfyv and rrg'og evdstfyv' and yet in commenting 
on verse 30 below, he is obliged to admit, that U x/enug and <3/a 
cr iartoj; are altogether equivalent. Such I take to be the case with 
the tig and ngog in question ; and therefore, 

(2) I must, with Flatt, Turretin, and many other expositors, ex¬ 
plain tig evbtiZtv and rrgbg as co-ordinate . The arrangement of 

the thought stands thus : ov Kgosdsro 6 ©tog iXaeTrjgiov . tig tvbti^iv* 

ov rrgosOtTo 6 0£&g /Xaff-^iov .... rrgbg hbti^iV which arrangement fully 
exhibits what I mean, by saying that the expressions are co-ordinate . 
And this arrangement seems to be plainly and fully confirmed, by 
the antithetic comparison of orgbytyovoruv (past) in one clause, and iv 
rw vZv x r t/g<p (present) in the other. 

T 7ig bixaioff-jvrjg olvtoj, of his justification , i. e ., of the justification 
which lie proffers, or of which he is author. But here again is great 
diversity of opinion among commentators. Ambrose, Locke, and 
others, understand bw.atoaw jg as meaning veracity ; Theodoret, So- 
cinus, Grotius, Bolten, Koppe, and Reiche, explain it as meaning 
goodness; like the Hebrew fipnV. Flatt renders it sajictitas ; Tho- 
luck says that 3/xa/o<ruv7j, in Paufs writings, always means idghteous- 
ness or holiness; in which he is most surely mistaken. To my own 
mind nothing can be plainer, than that dix.atoovv7}g has the same sense 
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here as in chap. i. 17, and as in verse 22 above; where it seems too 
plain to be mistaken. What can be more congruous, than that it 
should be taken here in a sense which is homogeneous with 
tfera/ in verse 20, and dtxaiov/Mevot in verse 23? 

What now is the sentiment which is in accordance with this ? It 
is as follows: i God has openly exhibited Christ to the world as a 
propitiatory offering for sin, unto all who believe in him, in order 
that he might fully exhibit his pardoning mercy (his dixatoavvn) iu 
respect to the forgiveness of sins under the past and present dispen¬ 
sation.’ 

Is not this plain and consistent sentiment, congruous with the 
design of the writer and with the nature of facts ? How or why 
so much difficulty should have been made about the word 5/xa/otfu^s 
here, I am not able to explain. Turretin, indeed, calls the exegesis 
which I have given, “ frigida repetitio .... apostolo nostro haud 
satis digna.” I should have been better satisfied, if he had given 
some valid reason for such a remark; which it is always easier to 
make than to justify. One good rule in the explanation of Scrip¬ 
ture is, that the same writer, on the same topic, and in the same con¬ 
nection of reasoning and thought, must be construed as using the 
same phraseology in the same sense. All I ask here is, that a 
maxim so plain and reasonable should be observed. And where is 
the “repetitio” in this case? Where has the apostle before said, 
that God had openly proposed to the world the propitiatory sacrifice 
of Christ, in order to exhibit his pardoning mercy for sins committed 
under the old and under the new dispensation? And as to the 
“ frigida;” if there be any one sentiment in the whole New Testa¬ 
ment, respecting the efficacy of the atoning blood of Jesus with re¬ 
gard to power and extent, which stands at the head of all others, 
the sentiment here developed holds this very place. It has its 
express parallel only in Heb. ix. 15. I feel constrained, there¬ 
fore, to differ here exceedingly from Turretin, as to what he 
names frigida interpretation It is as opposite to this, as light is to 
darkness. 

A>a rfiv ... . ©eoD, through remission by the forbearance of God of 
sms formerly committed . That did not unfrequently has the mean¬ 
ing in respect to , in regard to , may be seen by consulting Matt, xviii. 
23, did rovroy in respect to tlds } viz., the sentiment which Jesus had 
just uttered. So also, with another shade of sense, Matt. xxi. 43. 
xxiii. 34, 5/a rovro, for the sake of this , on account of this ; Mark xi. 24. 
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Luke xi. 49. 1 Thess. iii. 7, 3/a on account of. So Flatt on our 
verse: 3/a, in Eucksicht auf i. e., in respect to. But still, I do not 
take did here as meaning merely in respect to, in regard to. A com¬ 
mon meaning of it is, per , propter. Here I understand it is desig¬ 
nating the manner in which 3/xa/o<ruv>j has exhibited itself, viz., by or 
through remission , &c. So Reiche. But there is another sense still 
in which it may be here interpreted; viz., on account of for the sake 
of remission, &c. This would make it co-ordinate with elg evdei^iv 
x. r. A, and with ev3e/£/v x. r. A.; and it would be rather more con¬ 

sonant with usual Greek idiom as to the meaning of hid. We should 
then have three co-ordinate clauses explanatory of irgoedeTo x. r. A. f in¬ 
stead of two. I should embrace this last interpretation, were it not 
that iig hhu^iv and ‘rfo; ev6e/£/v seem rather to favour the reception of 
only two co-ordinate clauses. The variation of the prepositions , in 
this case, would make nothing decisive against such an exegesis. 
Paul often varies them, where the sense is designed to be substan¬ 
tially the same. 

The clause 3/a rr t v ndotiiv .... ©sol), must on the whole then, be 
regarded as epexegetical of the preceding 3/xa/o<ruyjj; «ur*u, viz., his 
htxaiooiivYi was manifested on account of in respect to , the remission of 
sins committed in former times, &e. 

Tldpw (from watfrgLi) means remission , passing by, dismissing , Si c.; 
and therefore it has the same sense with d<peciv, as we should expect 
from the etymology of the word.— n goyeyovoruv, formerly done, com¬ 
mitted in times before. In the sense of done , taken place y or com¬ 
mitted, yhofLat is often used with respect to actions; e. g., Matt. vi. 10. 
Luke x. 13. xxiii. 24. ix. 7. xiii, 17, et alibi; see Bretschn. Lex. 
y/vo/aat, 3. 

(26) ’Ev tt) dvoyj), dunng the forbearance of God . The uniting of 
this clause with verse 26, seems to be a mistake in Robert Stephens ; 
for it is better connected with the preceding verse, and has reference 
either to Kagtciv or ■'rgoysyovorcjjv a/xa^rjj/xarwv. But to which of these? 
Does the writer mean to say, remission .... through the forbear¬ 
ance of God to punish sin; or sins formerly committed , while God 
forbore to punish? The latter sense might be made out; for ev often 
has the sense of during, dum est; e. g., Matt. xii. 2, iv <raC£adur¬ 
ing the Sahbath; Matt. xiii. 4, iv ri axtbeiv, inter serendum, during 
the action of sowing; John ii. 23, h tt\ iogrq, during the feast; John 
vii. 11. Acts viii. 33. xvii. 31. Rev. i. 10. But the former sense is 
preferable, and gives the idea of remission as introduced by, or con- 
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nected with forbearance to punish. Both together make the idea of 
justification an intensive one. 

As to the general sentiment of the clause, it has in some respects 
a parallel, in Acts xvii. 30. u As to the times of this ignorance, 
vrrepidcov 6 Geo's,” t. e., God forbore punishment. Butin our text the 
apostle speaks of the actual remission of sin which is connected with 
justification, t. e. f the pardon of sin. 

\vdetfyv rrjg dtxaioguvjjg aurou, is the same in all essential respects 
as tig ivbufyv rtjg dtxatoguvrjg aurou in verse 25, for it is a mere resumption 
of the latter. 9 Ev r& i>Dp xa /£p, at the present time , i. e. 7 under the new 
dispensation. Thus has the apostle shown, that the propitiatory sac¬ 
rifice of Christ extends, with respect to its efficacy, to all ages of the 
world, to all generations and nations; i. e ., that it is capable of such 
an extent, where such a faith as God requires is exhibited. The 
parallel of this remarkable and most cheering and animating senti¬ 
ment, is to be found in Heb. ix. 15. It i3 implied in other passages 
of the New Testament, not unfrequently; but it is no where else so 
explicitly asserted. The sentiment shows, moreover, in what light 
the apostle viewed the death of Christ. If this were to be regarded 
only as the death of a martyr to the truth, or as an example of con¬ 
stancy, &c., then how could its efficacy take hold on KPoysyovorojv a/tag- 
rnparuv, whatever it might do as to those who lived after his death 
took place? This question seems to suggest the necessity of ascrib¬ 
ing a vicarious influence to the death of Jesus; for how else can it 
avail for the forgiveness of sins committed in early ages? 

Iveiche, indeed, and some others, think the vrgoyeyovorojv afia^rrgiaroov 
relates merely to the sins of individuals before their conversion; and 
so he doubts whether any promise of forgiveness is extended to sins 
committed after conversion; and there has been a serious controversy 
in Germany, excited by Loeffler, whether sins after regeneration are 
pardonable. How this could be called in question, after considering 
the examples of David, Peter, and others, and reflecting on such texts 
as 1 John ii. 1, 2, may justly be thought strange, if any thing in theo¬ 
logy could be called so. According to the interpretation of Reiclie, 
sv Tp vuv xaigfi is deprived of any important meaning. Mr. Barnes also 
rejects the idea that rr^oytyovoroiv refers to past ages , and thinks that 
the text requires no more than to understand it as designating the 
past sins of each individual living under the gospel. But what in¬ 
ducement the apostle could have to put in rrgoytyovorcov on such a 
ground, or how vgoysyovoruv ctfLagriuv could differ from the simple 
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auagriuV) as individually applied, I do not see. Less still do I feel 
the force of his remark, that it would be difficult, on the ground of 
the exegesis which I adopt, to avoid the conclusion that all men will 
be saved. If there be any foundation for this in the text, it applies 
with equal force to gospel times , and must prove the salvation of all 
who live in them. But the apostle has fully avoided any conclusion 
of'this nature, as to the time before or since the gospel was published, 
by stating that salvation is i rri <k dvrag rouj cr/tfreuovrag. Besides, 
iv rp vZv xatgp is evidently emphatic and antithetic; and the antithesis 
can be found only in ir g o y e y o m't w ^ ctfiagTlwv. The question is, 
c whether Christ is the only Saviour of the race of man;’ and this 
naturally extends to past ages, as well as present. Such a view ex¬ 
ceedingly ennobles the whole subject, and is altogether consonant 
with the epistle to the Hebrews. Comp. Bom. y. 

Eig ri that .... ’l?j<roD, that he might be just, and yet the justifier 
of him that believeth in Jesus , i. e., has the faith of a Christian. 
Here again is a great diversity of sentiment concerning 5/xa/ov some 
making it to signify kind , benignant , for which they appeal to Matt, 
i. 19. John xvii. 25. 1 John i. 9, and the frequent signification of the 
Hebrew p'?? and n i£V. But although the word is capable of this 
sense, the connection does not seem to admit it here, as it would 
make tautology. The difficulty seems to be, that commentators have 
overlooked the logical connection of the whole clause. The tig ro at 
the beginning of it, shows that it has a like object with tig hhu^tv and 
xgbg Evfo/g/v, and is co-ordinate with them. There seems to me, how¬ 
ever, to be this difference, viz., that in tig rh that hixatov x. r. X., the 
writer looks back to the whole sentiment proposed in verses 21—24; 
-which is, that all men are sinners, that a regard merely to law, i. e ., 
justice merely on the part of God (he being dixatog merely) does not 
in itself permit justification by overlooking or setting aside the pen¬ 
alty against sin, and that the death of Christ is an expedient of infi¬ 
nite wisdom, by which the full claims of the law may be admitted, 
and yet the penalty avoided, because a moral compensation or equi¬ 
valent has been provided by the sufferings of him who died in the 
sinner’s stead. Here then arc two things conspicuous, in this won¬ 
derful arrangement of wisdom and benevolence; the first , that God 
will not give up the penalty of his law without an adequate substi¬ 
tute for it, for he is hixatog, i. e., he retains a high and immutable re¬ 
gard to justice or rectitude, he is unwilling to sacrifice any part of 
the purity and strictness of his law, whieh is ‘holy, and just, and 
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good ; f the second , that God has still provided a way by which he 
may retain all his regard to justice, and his law remain without be¬ 
ing in any measure dishonoured or sacrificed, and yet the penitent 
sinner may be pardoned and treated as though he had yielded per¬ 
fect obedience to it. These I take to be the sentiments conveyed by 
dtxcuov and Sixaiouvra in this passage. Bengel has happily expressed it; 
“ Summum hie paradoxon evangelicum; nam in lege conspicitur 
Dcua et condemnana, in evangelio justus ipse et justificans, pecca- 
tores.” As I can find no case in which S/xcuog appears to mean either 
justified or justifying, I must retain the sense of just in this place. 

Tov ix tffareug ’itjffov is like 0 / ix ‘reg/ro/tjjg, 0 / eg eg/0e/ag, &C. The 
phrase may be correctly translated : The believer in Jesus , or him 
who is of the faith which believes in Jesus, i. e ., the true Christian 
believer. Tjjo’oD is the Gen. of the object 

(27 Uou cuv i} xau^<r/f; where then is boasting or glorying? That 
is, if what I have said be true, viz., that all men, both Jews and Gen¬ 
tiles, are sinners, and can be justified only by grace through the re¬ 
demption that is in Christ Jesus; then it follows, that all boasting of 
their own merits, all occasion of glorying in their special privileges is 
entirely excluded. This has a special reference to the Jews, who 
were so prone to boast of these things. 

A/a <7toiqv vo/Mov ; by what law or economy ? N 6/mov appears to be used 
here in the sense of religious economy or dispensation , i. e. y that 
which ordered or regulated the lives of men, and prescribed the 
reward of actions either good or bad. 

Tuv egywv; i. e. y is it excluded, S/d vo/xou ruv egyeuv; Is it excluded by 
that economy or rule of life, which places justification on the ground 
of perfect obedience to the law, i. e ., of entirely performing all those 
works which the law demands ? 

O Sy) .... cr iffrsug, nay , but by the economy or rule of faith . 
That is, faith being the condition of justification under the gospel 
arrangement or vo/iog, this excludes all claims of desert on the part of 
the sinner. The very statement of itself shows, that although faith 
is a conditio sine qua non of justification, yet it i 3 not the meritorious 
or procuring cause of it. N 6/mov vicreug means that arrangement 
which makes faith necessary to salvation y but which, at the same time, 
bestows salvation merely as a gratuity. 

(28) Aoy 1 ^ 0 /uOa .... vo/Mov, we conclude , therefore , that a man is 
justified by faith , without the deeds of the laiv y i. e. y we reckon or 
count it as certain, that men are justified in a gratuitous manner 
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through faith in Christ, and not by perfect obedience to the law or 
by perfectly doing those things which the law requires. What is 
meant by the phrase being justified by faith , is sufficiently plain 
here, inasmuch as it is opposed to justification by works; i. e., on the 
score of merit or perfect obedience. See remarks on chap. iv. 5. 
For yd% here, some Codices, &c., have ouv ; which gives a better 
sense, inasmuch as the conclusion here is a logical inference and not 
a mere casual suggestion. But a9 the weight of authority is on the 
side of yuo, I have followed this in the regular version. 

Luther translates rr'niru, ALLEIN durch den Glauben } i. e ., by faith 
only , thus adding only to the text. And such were his view’s on 
this subject, that he rejected the epistle of James from the canon of 
the New Testament, because he thought that the second chapter of 
this epistle taught a doctrine different from that which Paul here 
inculcates. I must refer the reader to Excursus II. for a brief view 
of this subject. 

(29) "H ’lov&aiuv .... eOvcof; Is he the God of the Jews only ? Is 

he not also of the Gentiles ? That is, why should it not be acknow¬ 
ledged, that “the God of the spirits of all flesh,” who “has made of 
one blood all the nations that dwell upon the face of the earth,” and 
who of old was named njp —why should he not 

sustain the same relation to the Gentiles a9 to the Jews, and admit 
them to the like privileges? The n he^e is simply interrogative. 
But an interrogation made by this, supposes that the person who is 
addressed will agree in the answer with the person who puts the 
question; so nicely are the Greek interrogative signs adjusted. 

(30) He should, he must be so regarded. Na/, xai [0ek] Mvuv. To 
confirm this he adds : icre/Veg .... eriertsince it is one and the 
same God , who will justify the circumcised by faith , and the uncircum¬ 
cised by faith. E 7;, one and the same; so Luke, xii. 52. 1 Cor. x. 
17. xi. 5, et al.—’Ex -r/Vrew; and dice, rrjg cr/trvewg are of the same im¬ 
port ; for both U and did are placed before the Genitive as signifying 
in the same sense the instrumental cause, in almost numberless ex¬ 
amples.— U^iTo/i7}v and dxgofivgTi'av are examples of the abstract put for 
the concrete , = Jews and Gentiles. 

(31) N 6(lo\ ©uv . . . . Ki'grtug; Do we then make void the law through 
faith ? That is, do we counteract or annul the Old Testament 
Scriptures, by inculcating gratuitous justification? So I feel obliged 
to construe vopov here, when I compare this verse with vers. 20, 21, 
and with chap. iv. where the object of the writer throughout is, to 
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show that the Old Testament inculcates the same doctrine a9 that which 
he here urges. So Flatt, Koppe, Tholuck, and others. Chrysostom 
also says vojlqv here: toZto [i. e., htx.cuoZv\ o/<f%u<nv i v6/xo;. The 
argument which renders this exegesis quite plain, is that the apostle 
immediately proceeds to answer the objection here made, by showing 
that the Old Testament actually teaches the doctrine in question. 

"So/mv iarujjMtv, we confirm the law; i . e., we inculcate that which 
entirely accords with the Old Testament, and only serves to con¬ 
firm it. 'Iffri/AEv, is the unusual contract-form, from iardcu instead of 
7ari)fu. 

How gratuitous justification can be said to confirm or establish the 
moral law (as this text has been often explained), it seems difficult 
to make out. It would seem to be the atonement which goes to 
establish the claims of the moral law; how can remission of the penalty 
of itself establish such a law? That the doctrine of justification by 
faith does not, indeed, overthrow moral obligation; yea, that such a 
justification even serves in a most important way to promote holiness 
of life; the apostle shows in chap. vi. But his present concern is 
with the objection made to his sentiments, viz., the objection that he 
is weakening the force of the ancient Jewish Scriptures. Accord¬ 
ingly, he discusses this question at large in the following chapter. 


CHAP. IY. 1—12. 


TnE wriler now proceeds to show, that tho Scriptures of the Old Testament do in fact confirm 
the view whbh he had given of gi'atuitous Justification. To the question: What speciul advan¬ 
tages were b stowed on Abraham, in consequence of his peculiar covenant relation to God ? the 
apostle replies, Hint he had no cause of glorying before God, on the ground of nry external 
privilege which was hi*, verses 1, 2. The Scripture asserts, that Abraham's faith teas imputed to 
him for righteousness; and consequently that he was gratuitously justified, verses 3, 4. So also 
David speaks of the subject of justification, representing it as gratuitous forgiveness, not ns ac¬ 
ceptance pro mentis, verses G—8. If it be asked now, whether such forgiveness belongs only to 
those who ure circumcised, i. e., to Abrnhnm and liis nntural posterity, the nnswer is, that such 
eunnot be the case; for Abraham wus himself Justified antecedently to his circumcision; and ho 
received tills rile merely na a token of confirmation in respect to the blessing already bestowed, 
and in order that lie might be a spiritual father, i. e., an eminont pattern or exemplar of spiritual 
blessings, botli to Gentiles and Jews, verses 3—12. 

Verses 1—12 maybe divided into three distinct parts, if the reader desires it; viz., (I) 

L 
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Vera. 1—5, the Juatiflcalion of Abraham waa gratuitous. (2) Vera. 6_8, David dlsclopes the same 
views aa to the method of acceptance with God. (3) Vera. 9—12, circumcision was not, and could 
not be. any ground at all of the justification of Abraham. I have, however, chosen to connect these 
under one general head, because I view the third particular as the answer to the question in vcr. 
1, and the first and 6econd particulars as being preparatory to this, and also as having respect 
to the main design of the writer, which is, to show that the Old Testament Scriptures do in fact 
exhibit the same views of Justification which he has given in the preceding context. The par- 
ticular introduction to the remaining parts of the present chapter, will be found in its appropriate 
place. 


(1) 17 ouv . . . . xard <ragxa ; What then shall we say that Abra¬ 
ham our father obtained in respect to the flesh ? This question is par¬ 
allel with those in chap. iii. 1. The apostle evidently suggests it as 
one which an opponent to his views would naturally ask. The im¬ 
port -of it is : ‘ How then will your doctrine concerning justification 
as entirely gratuitous, agree with the views which the Scripture leads 
U 9 to take of Abraham Had he no advantage from his precedence 
and privileges? Was the covenant and rite of circumcision, by 
which he was distinguished from all the rest x>f the world, of no avail 
in his case ? Such is evidently the tenor of the discourse, whether 
we suppose the apostle to put such interrogations in his own person, 
or in that of his opponent. 

Ouv, then , i. e., on the ground which you take, what can we say, 
&c.1 The use of ouv in questions where objections are raised, is very 
common among the Greeks. The meaning I have given above.— 
Tbv Tare^a q/j,u)v, our father , shows that the objector here is supposed 
to be a Jew. Eu^xsva/ obtained; comp. Luke i. 30. Heb. ix. 12,— 
Kara ed^xa is a controverted phrase here. Should it be united in 
sense with toy trarspa Tjjxuv^ Or must we join it with ev^xhai? If 
the question here concerned the relation of Abraham respectively as 
a spiritual father and as a natural one, we should feel in a measure 
necessitated to join xard edgxa with rov xar&oa i Chrysostom, 
Erasmus, Limborch, and others, do thus join it; and some manu¬ 
scripts, in accordance with such views, have transferred tbozxsvou and 
placed it before rbv trarsga ij/x,u>v. But as the weight of authority is 
against these ; as the liyperbaton or transposition, taking the text as 
it now stands, would be abrupt and improbable if we should join 
XCL70L sdgxa with rov era rtga r t /xuv ; and especially as xard ffagxa would 
not then add any thing to the idea designated by r bvsrarsga r^uv; so 
it would seem to be more eligible, to regard xard cd^xa as qualifying 
e^jjxeva/. One meaning which has been given here to eu£ y is external 
privileges or advantages ; and the appeal is made to 1 Cor. x. 18. 
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Phil. iii. 3. Gal. vi. 12, in order to confirm this; but these texts 
all plainly relate to circumcision. 2a^g sometimes means that which 
is external or physical , in distinction from that which is internal or 
spiritual; e. g. , Gal. iv. 23. Rom. ix. 8. In accordance with this 
general idea, and with probability on their side, Wetstein, Venema, 
Michaelis, Koppe, Bretschneider (Lex.), and others, understand by 
xara. aagxa in onr text, circumcision ; being frequently used to 

designate the physical member which was circumcised, or fleshly 
circumcision, e. g ., Phil. iii. 3. Gal. vi. 12. 1 Cor x. 18. Eph. ii. 

11. Col. ii. 13; comp. Gen. xvii. 11, 14, 24, 25. Tholuck makes 
the objection to this exegesis, that the apostle does not undertake, in 
the sequel, to show that circumcision was not the ground of Abra¬ 
ham's justification, but that works were not. He also suggests, that 
the second verse seems to construe xara <ra^xa as being equivalent in 
sense to eg egywv, Calvin renders xara adgxa, naturaliter; and Grotius, 
propriis viribus; to support which appeal has been made to Matt, 
xvi. 17. Gal i. 16 ; but there the phrase is , flesh and blood. But 
if we consider xara adgxa as the opposite of xara cmD/xa, and regard 
t viu/xa as designing the gracious spiritual influences vouchsafed to 
believers under the gospel, the meaning of xara <ragxa would then 
be: 4 In respect to efforts by one’s own natural powers, or efforts 
made in one's own strength.’ This is the interpretation which for 
substance Tholuck defends. If however xara e&^xa is to he taken 
as qualifying eu^xeva/ (and so the present text compels us to take it), 
I must prefer the predominant sense of it in the epistles of Paul, viz., 
in respect to circumcision; comp. iii. 1. where the very same ques¬ 
tion is put in a more literal way. The meaning of the question 
would then be: What good or advantage has Abraham our father 
obtained, in respect to the distinguishing rite which separated him 
from all the world and consecrated him to God ? Of what use was 
it ? The apostle in answer to the like question in chap. iii. 1. shows 
that the Jewish nation were all under sin and under condemnation, 
and that they can therefore lay no claim to justification on the 
ground of external privileges. The objector, however, is not satisfied 
with this general answer, but now suggests the case of Abraham as 
a more urgent one, and wishes to know whether we can justly hold 
that no pre-eminence was given to him on account of the covenant 
and the rite of circumcision. The apostle in his answer does not 
deny, or rather he tacitly admits, that Abraham enjoyed some ad¬ 
vantage on account of his external privileges. He admits the same 
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thing expressly of the whole Jewish nation, iii. 2. But as to the 
great subject in question, viz., gratuitous justification , Paul avers at 
once that Abraham was not justified at all on the ground of his 
external advantages, or of any merit; for then he would have had 
matter of boasting. But this he has not before God ; whatever may 
be the praise which his privileges or his conduct in general may 
deserve from men. 

The particular reason why Paul introduces the case of Abraham 
here, in distinction from that of the Jews at large, seems to be, the 
use which he is to make of it in the sequel, in refuting the assump¬ 
tion of the objector. After showing in verses 2—9, that the justifi¬ 
cation of Abraham must have been gratuitous, ihe apostle proceeds 
to a special refutation of the idea that Abraham could have been 
justified xara <sd?y,a, i. e., on account of the rite and covenant of cir¬ 
cumcision. Tholuck is therefore mistaken, when he states that the 
apostle has not laboured to contradict this groundless objection of 
the Jew. Indeed he has made this contradiction so prominent and 
striking, that one cannot well avoid the supposition, that he had 
this thing in view when he used the phrase xura cdp/.a. 

(2) E/ ydg . . . c <:au%?j/xa [no ground of boasting], for if Abra¬ 
ham was justified by works, he has ground of boasting . This is the 
real response of the apostle, which is marked by the nature of the 
sentiment. Tdo is often implied in making replies ; but when so 
employed, it is often the case that something is implied which is to 
precede it. So here the apostle means to say that Abraham had no 
(comp. iii. 17), i e. ? no ground for attributing justification 
to his own merits. The ydo, therefore, here follows oi 
which is to be mentally supplied before the clause in which the ydo 
stands. It introduces the reason why he has no ground of glorying 
in his own works. 

That Abraham was not justified by any works or merits of his 
own, certainly not in the sight of God, the apostle now goes on to 
assert and to prove. When he says, si, if &c., he makes a supposi¬ 
tion which he regards as untenable ; for this is indicated by the lnd. 
Prater (ed/xa/w^) joined with si ; see New Testament Grammar, 
§ 129. 3. d. We should naturally have expected after this, that 
the Imperf. slyt dv (instead of i^s/) would have been used in the 
apodosis of this conditional sentence. The use of the present in¬ 
stead of this, shows a design on the part of the writer to say, not 
only that Abraham would have had ground of glorying, in case of 
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perfect obedience, but that the same would have continued down to 
the then present time. 

9 AXX 9 .... Qi6v, but 7iot [ 2 ’. e Re had no ground of boasting] 
before God. Whatever advantage then the Jew might attribute to 
Abraham, he could not justly attribute that of obtaining justification 
by his own privileges or merits. So the writer goes on to prove 
from the Jewish Scriptures. 

Oj rrgbg r'ov Oa'iv may be considered either as referring to eyji 
xctvyrr i ij,cL or to egycov edix.ee,tuiOr). The sense will be substantially the 
same. The immediate antecedent, in such a case, has the prefer¬ 
ence; and therefore I consider it as referring to lyji xctjyr\ij,a,. 

It is singular, that such critics as Beza, Grotius, Semler, Koppe, 
Tholuck, and Riickert, should understand the reasoning of the 
apostle in this verse thus; ‘If Abraham were justified by works, 
then he would have cause of glorying; he had glory indeed among 
men on this account, but not before God 9 ’ AXXd in this case, is 

understood as concessive (in part) and at the same time adversative . 
But the sequel in verses 4, 5, introduced by 7 d g confirmantis } shows, 
that the apostle’s object is to prove simply, that Abraham had no 
ground of acceptance before God on account of his works or merit, 
but that he was justified altogether in a gratuitous manner. Inas¬ 
much then as the apostle is not discussing the question, whether 
Abraham had any ground of praise or justification from men , but 
merely on what ground he was justified before God, the mode of 
reasoning stated above would be altogether inapposite to the writer’s 
design. Besides, if it were true that Abraham were justified by 
works, according to the supposition made, then it would be true also 
that he would have the praise of God as well as of men; so that the 
denial here of such a praise would contradict the nature of the case 
and other Scriptures; comp. ii. 6 , 29. Keiche has examined at 
length and wholly refuted the above exegesis. 

The reasoning of the apostle‘may be simply stated thus: ‘If 
Abraham had been justified by his own merit, then he would have 
ground of glorying; but he has no ground of glorying before God; 
[therefore lie was not justified by his merit.’] The conclusion is 
omitte d by the apostle, apparently on the ground that every intelli¬ 
gent reader’s mind will supply it. But that lie supposes such a con¬ 
clusion is clear from verses 3, 4, inasmuch as these are expressly in- 
troduccd, for the sake of confirmation, as the ydg at the commence¬ 
ment of them shows. 
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(3) For whai saith the Scripture ? And Abraham believed God, 
and it was counted to him for righteousness; eee Gen. xv. 6, which 
runs thus: “ And he [God] counted it to him [Abraham] as righte¬ 
ousness.” Instead of the active form, the apostle (with the Seventy) 
employs the passive one, which for substance communicates the same 
sense. But what is Xoyi'fsadai tig 3/xa/o<ryv7jv ? 

The word \oyl?e<fdai usually means, to reckon to one what he actu¬ 
ally possesses, or to impute that to him which actually belongs to him, 
i. e., to treat him as actually possessing the thing or quality reckoned 
to him; e. g., Ps. cvi. 31 (cv. 31which states the case of Phinehas* 
good deed in slaying the polluted Israelite and Midianitish woman, 
and says, 6 it was counted to him for righteousness 1 (Nam. xxv. f, 
seq.) ; 2 Sam. xix. 19, where Shimei prays David: /x^ Koyiauad*) 6 
Kvoiog juov dvo/M/av, i, e ., the iniquity which Shimei himself had done. 
The same in Ps. xxxii. 2 (xxxi. 2), where David pronounces the man 
blessed, to whom the Lord does not impute iniquity (ou (lt\ Xoyjfyrdi 
avo/x/av). In Lev.' vii. 8 (vii. 18) the Sept, has ob Xoyia$r)ffirat a iri, 
viz., the informal and untimely offering which any one makes, shall 
not be reckoned to him as an offering. So in Lev. xvii 4, if a man 
kill a victim for sacrifice without bringing it to the door of the 
tabernacle, (i blood,” i. e., bloodguiltiness, (i shall be imputed to him , 
ixeivti XoyiffJrjrtTat .... a//xa.” Num. xviii. 27, u Thus your heave¬ 
offering 'koyiaOqoircu v/mTv, shall be counted to you as wheat from the 
floor, &c., Prov. xxvii. 14, u He that blesseth his friend with a 
loud voice, rising up early in the morning, a curse shall be counted to 
/urn.” (-^PP, the Sept, does not employ Xoy/To/Aa/ here). These are 
all the instances in the Old Test, where the word which cor¬ 
responds to Xoyitojuai, is employed in designating any action, wmrd, or 
thing, as imputed or reckoned to a person : and in all these, it is 
uniformly one’s own doings, words, or actions, and nut those of 
another , which are imputed. The verb [ 9 indeed often em¬ 
ployed in other cases; but only in the sense of thinking , supposing , 
imagining , devising; or else as signifying making account of, regard¬ 
ing , or esteeming; all of which cases have no direct bearing on the 
present investigation. 

In the New Test, the word ?u>y/£o/xa/ is often employed, like the 
Hebrew in the sense of thinking, computing, reckoning, esteem¬ 
ing, regarding, supposing, considering, devising , meditating, & c.; in 
which senses it has no direct bearing on our present enquiry. The 
only cases that are apposite to our purpose, are those in which some- 
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thing ia imputed or counted to persons . These, independently of the 
instances which relate directly to Abraham’s case, are 2 Cor. v. 19, 
where it is said: “ God was in Christ, reconciling the world to him¬ 
self, not imputing (/xjj Xo y^atvog) to them their trespasses, i . e ., their 
own sins. In 2 Tim. iv. 16, Paul says of those who forsook him: 
u ^ ccvtoTs Aay/tfikijj, let it not be imputed to them” i. e, } let. not their 
ofFence be reckoned to them. All the other cases in which Xoy/£o/*ai 
is employed in the sense of reckoning something to an individual , are 
of one tenor, and have respect either to Abraham himself, or else to 
those whose case is compared with his. These may be found in 
Rom. iv. 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 22, 23, Gal. iii. 6. James ii. 23. 
In Rom. v. 13, eWoysTrou is construed by many as meaning imputed 
or counted , but I apprehend the true meaning to be regarded , made 
account of. In Philcm. ver. 18, the same word again occurs, and 
there in the sense of reckon y or put to the account of But this is a 
different word from Xoylftpai, which is now before us, and is never 
employed in respect to the matter of justification. In all the cases 
of Xoy/£fl/xa/ as applied to Abraham's faith, or to that of others who 
follow his example, it is only his or their own faith , which is counted 
for righteousness ; not the faith of others put to their account. 

But another point of no small philological interest to be investi¬ 
gated, is the peculiar form of the expression Xoy/£o/i,a/ e / $. Indeed 
the sense of the passage before us seems, at first view, as if it must 
turn upon this. But here nothing except resort to the Hebrew idiom 
can solve the difficulty ; for the form of expression is purely Hebra¬ 
istic. The Hebrews had two modes of expression when they said 
that one .thing was counted or reckoned as another . (1) The thing 

counted or reckoned was put in the Accus. after ; and the thing 
for which or as which it was counted, was put in the Dat. with 
^ (=E/f) before it; e. g. y Job xiii. 24, 335*4 an d thou dost 

count me for an enemy . In like manner, Job xli. 19, 24. xix. 15. 
xxxiii. 10. 1 Kings x. 21. Lam. iv. 2, where the Pass, l'ctuins the 
Dat. after it. (2) The thing counted was put in the Acc. as in 
No. 1, while the thing for which it was counted took the particle ^ 
before it; e. g. y Job xix. 11. rjsp and he counts me as his 

enemy . So Isa. xl. 15. Num. xviii. 27. Once (Ps. lxxxviii. 5) we 
have D V (with) instead of 3 (as.) 

In accordance with the first mode (the Acc. of the thing and the 
Dative of the person with are most of the cases where any thing 
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is said to be reckoned or imputed to individuals; e . g Ps. xxxii. 2 
(xxxi. 2.) Gen. xv. 6. 2 Sam. xix. 26 ; and with the Pass, voice re* 
taining the Dat. after it, Lev. vii. 18 (vii. 8.) xvii. 4. Num. xviii. 

27. Prov. xxvii. 14. In Ps. cvi. 31, we find ^ both before the thing 
reckoned and person to whom it is reckoned. 

I do not apprehend that any important difference as to the sens*, 
can be pointed out between the two modes of expression in the He¬ 
brew as designated above, viz., ^ and 3 3BTI. The form Xoy/- 

[acu wk, or Xoy/£o/xa/ dog or cZcrcre*, is employed by the Sept, for 3t?n, 

e. g. y fig for ^ in Job xli. 24 (23). Lam. iv. 2 ; for ^ in Job 

xli. 19 (18.) xxxiii. 10. In like manner, dog is put for 3, in Num. 
xviii. 27. Is. xl. 15. Job xix. 11 (<J<r-E£.) Nor do I apprehend that 
Koyi^oftui fig and Xtyi^o/juxi cog or uxsmo have any perceptible differ¬ 
ence of meaning. And in our text, whether we say with the 
apostle : xa/ eXo yiaOn adorCj eig drKcuoavvqv, and it [i. £., Abraham’s act 
of believing] teas counted to him for righteousness; or say, in more 
exact conformity with the shape of the Hebrew; xat avro iXoyioaro 
a'jTfi dog dixatos-jvriv, i. e.. he [God] imputed it [the act of believing] to 
him as righteousness : the sense is one and the same. The bare 
expression, in and by itself, and simply considered, can mean no 
more than that God imputed the act of believing to Abraham as 
rigldeousness . 

The gratuity then of Abraham’s justification cannot be made out, 
as it would seem, merely from the mode of expression here employed. 
This of itself would not decide the point. It decides no more than 
that God reckoned Abraham’s faith as a righteousness or righteous 
act. And so the same thing is said of the act of Phinehas, Ps. cvi. 
31. And in general, where one’s own act is said to be imputed to 
him, whether it be a good or bad one, the meaning is not of course 
that it is gratuitously imputed to him, but that it is imputed to him 
because it belongs to him, and therefore the imputation or reckoning 
to him accords with the reality. 

On this account some commentators have considered Paul here 
as putting a forced sense upon the words of Gen. xv. 6, which they 
say, decides nothing more than that God counted to Abraham an 
act of faith as righteousness, which was indeed such an act, and 
therefore deserved to be so counted. And further, to confirm this 
view they suggest, that faith is a duty, and therefore to he placed 
on the same ground with all other duties ; and that Christ himself 



ROMAKS IV. 3 . 


169 


calls it the work of God , viz., the work which God requires, John vi. 
29. How then, they ask, can this prove the gratuitous justification 
of Abraham ? 

The difficulty at first view seems to be considerable. Neverthe¬ 
less a due consideration of the nature of the case will help, I trust, 
to remove it. 

There are but two methods of acceptance with God, or of justifi¬ 
cation before him, which are possible: the one by complete obedience 
to the law of God, and therefore on the ground of merit; the other, 
by gratuitous pardon and acceptance vouchsafed to him who has 
broken the law. The simple point which Paul is here labouring to 
establish, is, that the first method of justification is impossible, under 
the present circumstances of men and with their present character ; 
and consequently that gratuitous justification is the only way of 
acceptance that is now open. 

Now Abraham cither kept all the law, or he did not. It is taken 
for granted, (as well it might be, after what the apostle had said,) 
that lie did not. Justification on the ground of merit then, is out 
of all question. There remains therefore only gratuitous justifica¬ 
tion. 

But how much must gratuitous be supposed to mean ? Does it 
imply that there is no condition on which the gratuity is to be be¬ 
stowed, no regard to character, state of mind, penitence, confidence 
in proffered mercy, or any thing else ? Certainly not. The gospel 
with all its freeness and largeness of beneficence, promises salvation 
only to those who believe. “ He that believeth, shall be saved.” 

Here then is the general principle, or conditio sine qua non , of 
free and unmerited pardon and acceptance. Docs the example of 
Abraham confirm and ratify this principle? It does. It is an in¬ 
stance in point. He believed , and righteousness was counted to 
him. But this could have been done in no other way, than that by 
belief he was brought within the pale of offered mercy. If a man 
commits one sin, and thus comes under the curse of the law, all 
hopes of acceptance or salvation on law-grouncl are utterly at an 
end. But here Abraham, a sinner, once probably an idolater (Josh, 
xxiv. 14,) was accepted and treated as righteous, a vhen he exercised 
an act of faith, which is the necessary condition of gratuitous par¬ 
don. Now this could not have taken place, if Abraham had not 
been gratuitously accepted. The gospel condition of gratuitous 
justification was complied with by him, i. e ., he exhibited faith; and 
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bo acceptance, such as the gospel promises, was the consequence of 
this faith, or was connected with it. 

We are not to understand the apostle, as it seems plain to me, to 
assert that Abraham's faith, as such, was in the particular instance 
related in Gen, xv. 1—5, the principal ground or meritorious cause 
of his final and complete justification. This would defeat the ex¬ 
press declarations of verses 4, 5. In these he takes it for granted, 
that Abraham could plead no merit, and make no claim on the score 
of simple justice. He takes it for granted too, that justification by 
faith does of necessity imply, (as truly it does and must imply,) that 
the acceptance in such cases is a matter of mere gratuity , and not of 
merit or desert. 

Faith then may be a duty and a work, and may be one necessary 
to gratuitous justification, and may be required because it is reason¬ 
able in itself and neeessary in order to prepare the sinner for justifi¬ 
cation: and yet the man who is already a sinner can put in no claim 
for acceptance on the ground of merit , because he exercises faith. 
Acceptance in this way must of course be gratuitous . 

Why then does not the apostle establish his point, when he shows 
that Abraham was accepted in consequence of believing , and not be¬ 
cause he had obeyed the whole law ? 

No act of Abraham, after he had once fallen under the curse of 
the law, could of itself redeem him from that curse. Nothing that 
he did, or could do, would atone for past sins. And no act that he 
did would be perfect. Acceptance therefore on the ground of merit, 
was impossible in these circumstances; and any act of his, either 
faith or any other, if counted at all for righteousness, must be so 
counted gratuitously . But if so, then the very point which Paul is 
labouring to establish, is confirmed. 

It is the nature of the case then, and not the diction merely which 
is employed, that shows what it is which is here proved by the 
apostle. We might indeed make some appeal to the nature of the 
language. We might say, that faith is not properly obedience to the 
law , as such; certainly, it is not entire obedience. Nor was the faith 
that was exercised by Abraham full and perfect. At least we may 
argue this from the imperfect condition of any and every sinful man. 
That it should be counted for righteousness , then, would seem to im¬ 
ply, that it was counted for something which in and of itself it was 
not, i. e ., it was not a perfect righteousness such as the law demands. 
To count it then for a righteousness would imply an act of grace on 
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the part of God. Not that the apostle means to say, that God actu¬ 
ally, in his own real estimation, judged Abraham’s faith to be a dif¬ 
ferent thing from what it was, and a perfect virtue which of itself 
could claim acceptance with him. It is impossible for a moment to 
suppose this; because it would be supposing that God puts a wrong 
estimate upon things. We come therefore of necessity to the con¬ 
clusion, that counting for righteousness means, to accept and treat as 
righteous . More than this we cannot suppose, without at the same 
time supposing, that God makes in his own mind an estimate of 
things different from what they really are. 

It is highly important that the reader should here call to mind, 
a’so, that Paul is not now labouring to show in what relation Christ 
stands to all that find acceptance, as the meritorious cause or ground 
of their pardon. He had already shown this, in the preceding chap¬ 
ter. The simple point now before him is, whether justification 
through this Saviour is meritorious or gratuitous . Hence he does 
not say here, that the righteousness of Christ became the righteous¬ 
ness of Abraham by imputation or transfer. It was inapposite to his 
present purpose to discuss this point. lie simply avers, that the 
conditio sine qua non of gratuitous justification was complied with by 
Abraham, who therefore was justified in a gratuitous manner. 
Whatever other parts of Scripture may teach in relation to the im¬ 
puted righteousness of Christ, no declaration on that point is to be 
found here. Abraham’s own faith , and an individual act of it, viz., 
his giving credit to the divine promises, is the subject of the 
apo&tle’s assertions. 

In a word; the shape of Paul’s argument appears to me as being 
substantially this, viz., ‘justification is gratuitous ; for righteousness 
was not counted to Abraham on the ground of perfect obedience, but 
in consequence of his compliance with the necessary condition of 
gratuitous justification, t. e. y in consequence of his exercising faith. 
Now if he was accepted and treated as just on such ground, it fol¬ 
lows of necessity that he could not have been accepted on the ground 
of merit, and consequently that his justification was gratuitous .’ 

In other words; Paul introduces an individual occurrence and ex¬ 
ample in the life of Abraham, in which case faith was counted and 
treated as obedience, in order to prove that justification, even in 
respect to the most eminent of all the Hebrew saints, was a mere 
matter of gratuity. Now if this was true in his case, it must bo 
in all others. And thus his object is gained by an illustration 
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and confirmation of the principle which he is endeavouring to in¬ 
culcate. 

(4) TcD loyuXoiLhu (Midd. voice), to him who worlceth, i. e ., to him 
who performs all the Zoya vo/tov, to him who yields entire obedience 
to the precepts of law ; compare the remarks on Zoya, vo'aoo under iii. 
20 above, *E oya^o/IsvM here is equivalent to 6 rrotuv ra, eoya' cornp. iii. 
20, 27, 28. ii. 15 ; also verse 6. below. Luther translates : Der mit 
Werken umgehet; Beza: Is gui ex opere est aliguid promentus . 
Tholuck defends Luther’s version. To me it seems to convey truth, 
but not the whole truth. Better ha9 Turretin said : Per eum gui 
operatur non intelligimus .... eos qui bona opera faciunt, sed eos 
qui perfecte implerunt legem Dei absque ullo defectu. 

Reiche thinks that this is giving an emphasis or intensity to the 
word egyafo/i'Svp which does not belong to it. The ground of his ob¬ 
jection is, that in this way all rewards would be excluded, inasmuch 
as no man is perfect. But is it not true that all rewards of merit 
on law ground, i. e that of entire perfection, are excluded? It seems 
to be a very clear doctrine of the New Testament, that the good 
works which are rewarded, are gratuitously rewarded in proportion 
to their desert of reward. Impel fed good works can now be 
accepted and rewarded, through grace by Christ, which under a law- 
system could put in no claim for reward or acceptance; a principle 
that does not seem to be generally understood. 

’o fLusOog .... yfp v, reward is not rewarded or counted as a matter 
of grace; i. e it is his just due , as the sequel (a\\a xard h<pu\r,tLa) 
shows: a due in consequence of the promise or engagement of reward 
which the law contains, and not because the obedience of men can 
really profit the Divine Being, so as to lay him under obligations on 
this account. 

(5) T5s pn epyafy/j,Evv, but to him who does not yield perfect obe¬ 
dience ; plainly the opposite of the first part of the fourth verse. 
The meaning is: ‘To the sinner who has not exhibited perfect 
obedience, but nntTVjovri x. r. X., who believeth on him who justifieth 
the ungodly/ L e. y on Christ who died for sinners, and on account of 
whose death they are justified; comp. v. 8—10. iv. 25.1 Pet. iii. IS. 
Ileb. ix. 28, et al. 

Aoyi^trai . . . . 8ix.ouodvr,c, his faith is counted as righteousness ; 
i, e^ through belief in Christ who died for sinners, he comes to be 
treater or accepted as if he were himself righteous; in other words, 
through the favour of God he is freed from the penalty of the law, 
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and accepted and treated as he would be, had he been perfectly 
obedient. The meaning of the phrase, counted for righteousness , is 
of course the same here as in ver. 3; and in both cases it is very- 
plain, that it signifies gratuitous or unmerited justification on the 
grounds already explained. We may add here, that by the apostle’s 
own explanation in the context, this justification is one which is xara 
yfi™ (24), and x u §^ (verse G.) While faith or belief then is 
absolutely necessary in order to prepare a man to become the proper 
subject of the gratuitous justification which the gospel proffers; 
while without faith he cannot be justified; yet faith is not in any 
legal sense the meritorious ground of justification, nor does the pro¬ 
mise attached to it imply a reward of merit , but only of grace. 

The whole matter lies in a short compass. ‘ On the ground of 
works, i . e., of perfect obedience and therefore of merit, none can be 
justified, because all are sinners. If any then are justified at all, it 
must be of grace; but this grace, although freely bestowed and 
without any just claims on the part of the sinner, is still not uncon¬ 
ditionally bestowed. Faith in him who died to save sinners, is 
requisite to prepare one for the reception of pardon ; and he who is 
justified in this way, as a consequence of his faith, is still justified 
in a manner altogether gratuitous/ 

Some commentators suppose that Paul means to characterize 
Abraham, by the fin sgya^ofisvy and rbv aotZn in verse 5. But although 
he doubtless means to include him, yet the propositions in’verses 4, 
5, are of wider extent than an individual case, and they declare a 
general truth of which Abraham’s case is only a particular example 
or illustration. 

(6) KaOdmg xal .... avdguinov, in the like manner , also David con¬ 
gratulates the man . The apostle having adduced the example of 
Abraham as being gratuitously justified through faith, now goes on 
to add the example of David, in order to show (what he had before 
asserted in iii. 31) that he docs not disannul the Old Testament 
Scriptures by avowing the doctrine of gratuitous justification. A \yu 
fiaxaeiofLov, utters congratulation. Maxag> means happy; tiaxaglfy, to 
call or pronounce 07ie happy , i.e. y congratulate; and of course /xaxa- 
gia/io;, means congratulation , not happiness. I have used tlie word 
congratulate in the translation here, because the words, utters praise y 
eulogizes , praises , &c. would not convey the idea of the original. 
Felicem dicere the Latins could say; and we might translate pro- 
nounceth happy , &c. as I have done in the version. T n 6 ©tot , . . 



174 


ROMANS IV. 7, 8. 


fgyuv, i. e., whom God accepts and treats aa righteous xwk 
without entire obedience to the law, without having done all the 
works which the law enjoins; comp, verse 5 above, with the refer¬ 
ences there. To impute righteousness without works , designates the 
same thing for substance as to count faith for righteousness ; both 
being designed to designate gratuitous justification. 

From the use made of dixaioffOvy in verses 3—6 here (and elsewhere 
in this chapter where the same phraseology occurs,) it is evident 
that the word is not to be understood in the sense of justification 
(which is the more common meaning of it in our epistle,) but in the 
usual sense of ‘"’iTTf. To say that faith ivas counted for justifica¬ 
tion, would make no tolerable sense; but to say— it was counted as 
complete obedience , would be saying just what the apostle means to 
say, viz., that the believer is gratuitously justified, in the manner 
that has been explained above. 

(7) Maxaj/fli, happy , greatly privileged .—’Aps^jjtfav, are remitted, 

from &<phifAi to remit, forgive —‘ Whose sins are covered 

a figurative expression, not unfrequentlv applied to the remission of 
6ins. To cover or conceal , is to remove from sight or notice ; and 
sins which are left out of sight and out of notice, of course are sins 
which are not punished. Comp, in Is. xxxviii. 17. Mic. vii. 19. 
Job. xiv. 17. 

(8) Happy the man , to whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity ! i, 
the sin which he has committed. The meaning is: ‘ Happy the man 
who obtains forgiveness of his sins, and is accepted and treated as 
if he were righteous/ To impute one's own iniquity to him , is to 
hold him accountable for it in respect to the demands of punitive 
justice. 

To cover sins and impute not iniquity , means to pardon sin and to 
treat with favour; and this is substantially the same thing which is 
designated by counting faith for righteousness; i, e., both forms of 
expressions denote gratuitous acceptance with God . They differ not 
as to substance of meaning, but as to modus of diction or costume. 

The apostle has now prepared the way to refute the special alle¬ 
gation designed to be made by the question in ver. 1, ri ouk 
' Afioaafj, t'ov crari^et tborfrlmi Kara aaoxa ; He has shown that 
acceptance on the ground of merit or perfect obedience is out of 
the question; for even Abraham and David were justified through 
faith gratuitously, and not ig egywv. No ground of boasting, then, 
could be claimed by either of these conspicuous individuals. It was 
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grace ordy that saved them. But if it is true in the general sense 
here stated, that salvation is in all cases entirely a matter of gratuity , 
a question still remains, viz. Is this gratuity bestowed only on those 
who are circumcised, i. e on the Jews only, or is it also granted to 
the Gentiles? The prejudiced Jew of course would hold to the first. 
Thcnpostle therefore,having discussed the general question, whether 
in respect to offences against the divine law, and in regard to the 
matter of justification, the Jew had any pre-eminence over the Gen¬ 
tile, now comes to the special consideration of the question about 
circumcision, which was first asked in chap. iii. 1 , and again virtu¬ 
ally repeated by the eugfjxevai xara cagxa in chap. iv. 1 . 

(9) The discussion on this particular point he now introduces by 
the inquiry : *0 fLaxa^idfMbg .... uxgcftuariav ; [Is] this congratulation 
then respecting the circumcised [only], or also the uncircumcised; 
That is, granting there is cause for pronouncing blessed the man 
whose sins are forgiven and whose iniquities are covered, still it may 
be asked : ‘Does gratuitous pardon belong only to the Jews? Or 
are we to suppose that David may here mean to include the Gentiles 
also? Do God’s promised mercies belong to his own peculiar people 
only, who are of the circumcision ; or are they also bestowed on the 
idolatrous heathen V 

AsyofMiv ya% supposes an implied answer in the affirmative to the 
preceding questions, viz., ‘ The privilege belongs also to the uncir¬ 
cumcised.’ That such may be the case, the apostle now proceeds to 
show, by the allegation that Abraham was justified in an uncircum¬ 
cised state. The inference is, that David could not mean to exclude 
such cases as that of Abraham himself. In this way the ya% is easily 
accounted for here ; and the like is often true respecting its reference 
to som eimplied sentiment; see Passow and Brettschn. on y&g. For 
a like aposiopesis of the answer to a question, see iv. 2. 

(10) Tlug oZv. . . . ax£o/3u<rr/a* How then was it counted ? While 
he u 1 as in a state of circumcision or of uncircumcision ? Hot in a 
state of circumcision ) hut of uncircumcision? In ev rre^ro/ifi x. r. X., 
the ev stands (as often) before the Dative of condition , t. e ., the Dative 
of a noun designating Btate or condition. 

The design of the writer is plain. Abraham’s faith was imputed 
to him for righteousness , z. e. y he was gratuitously justified, before the 
covenant of circumcision was made with him, and of course before he 
was a partaker in this rite. Consequently the privilege in question 
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is not limited to those who are circumcised, and therefore does not 
depend on circumcision. 

(11) Ka/ <r 7 )‘j.e?ov . . . . ev axgo/Sutfr/a, and he received the sign of cir¬ 
cumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith, which [he obtained] 
while in a state of uncircumcision. That is, circumcision w as not 
the cause or ground of his faith being counted for righteousness, or 
of his being gratuitously justified; it was merely a seal, i. e a token 
of confirmation (for such is a<pguyig, 1 Cor. ix. 2. 2 Tim. ii. 19) in 

respect to the blessing which he had before obtained. The allusion 
in the language is to the practice of confirming written instruments, 
by seals placed on them in token of ratification. dr/aioa-jvrjg rjjg 

‘T/ereu;, might here be rendered of the justification which is by faith; 
but the idiom of this chapter rather points us to a different version. 
There is, however, no ground for mistake here inasmuch as the 
qualifying words rrtmeug, in connection w ith what had before been 
said, sufficiently guard against it. 

We might naturally expect the article here, viz., to <sr h ue7ov 7%; xep- 
to inasmuch as the thing is specific and monadic; but for this very 
reason also, the article may be omitted, because there is no danger of 
mistake; see N. Test. Gramm. § 89, 2 a. b. 

'2.T,fj,i7ov means a symbol , a token , an external visible mark . In ty,; 
ev ax.£oft\j6riy the rijg is referred by many to xlcreug j but the nature of 
the case seems plainly to demand, that it should be referred to the 
compound idea designated by T/jg dr/.caoedvr^g rr,g rriereotg. 

The circumstance here related is fatal to the claims of the bigoted 
Jew, with respect to circumcision. But the apostle is not satisfied 
with simply repelling the enemy. He advances into his camp, and 
takes entire possession. * Abraham w as not only justified before he 
was circumcised, but this w r as done for the very purpose of confirm¬ 
ing the truth which I am proclaiming. He w as justified before the 

covenant of circumcision, eig to elvat . dr/.uioovvr t v, in order that 

he might be the father of all those who believe in a state of uncircum- 
cision , so that righteousness might also be imputed to them * That 
is; God, in justifying Abraham before he was circumcised, did in¬ 
tend to make him a father, i. e>, an eminent leader, pattern, or exam¬ 
ple, to Gentile as w ell as Jewish believers, and to show r that righte¬ 
ousness might be imputed to the uncircumciscd as well as to the 
circumcised. At dyoo^jsriu.g is an example of did conditionis, i. e of 
dtd before a noun in the Genitive which designates state or condition. 
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It is of the same import, when thus employed, as the Dative with Zv 
as used above, and is here evidently commuted for it. The meaning 
of the whole verse is, that Abraham received the sign of circum¬ 
cision as a confirmation of his justification by faith in an uncircum¬ 
cised state; and this was thus solemnly confirmed in order that he 
might be a spiritual father, i, e an eminent pattern or example, to 
Gentiles who would also be gratuitously justified in an uncircum¬ 
cised state. 

Ii/’i rh \oy1aO7jvd1 x. t. X., designates the consequence, or the object 
in respect to which paternity and sonship existed, viz., that of being 
gratuitously justified, L e ., of having righteousness imputed to them, 
which means the same thing. The xai in this clause is omitted in 
A., B., several MSS. minusc., and some versions. It is unneces¬ 
sary ; but still it does not mar the sense, as may be seen in the ver¬ 
sion. 

(L2) In all this, moreover, the apostle admits that there was 
another object in view, viz., that Abraham should be the spiritual 
father of the circumcised, as well as of the uncircumciscd, i. e. } that 
lie should bean eminent example to all, both Jews and Gentiles, of 
that gratuitous justification which God bestows on men, and which 
is universally proffered under the gospel dispensation. So the sequel: 
Kai ‘Trarsga .’A/S^aa/^, and the father of those who are circum¬ 

cised, who are not only of the circumcision , but toalk in the steps of 
that faith which our father Abraham had while in a state of uncir¬ 
cumcision. The ellipsis in the construction of this part of the sen¬ 
tence must be filled up thus; [e/g rh elva /] ccvrhv -rare^a x. r. X., which 
the mind spontaneously carries forward from the preceding clause; 
this second clause being co-ordinate with the preceding one which 
begins with e/s rh eTvat. The connection requires us to understand the 
apostle as asserting, that the sign of circumcision which Abraham 
received, as a seal of the righteousness of faith or a token of confirma¬ 
tion in respect to his gratuitous justification, was received by him 
in order that he might be the spiritual father of such Jews as imi¬ 
tated his example, as well as of Gentiles. The writer clearly makes 
the same distinction here, that he docs in chap. ii. 28, 29. Not the 
literal posterity only of Abraham, or only his descendants by natural 
generation who received the external sign of circumcision in their 
flesh, were the children of this patriarch in the sense here intended. 
To walk in the steps of Abraham's faith , means to follow the example 

M 
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of Abraham, to possess and exercise a faith like his. It is to such 
and only to such, that Abraham is a spiritual father. 

This last clause of the verse renders very plain what is meant, 
when Abraham is called the father of both Gentile and Jewish be¬ 
lievers. The word employed in this way, designates (as 

before remarked) an exemplar , a pattern , a leading and eminent ex¬ 
ample after which others copy ; comp, for such a sense, Gen. iv. 20, 
21. John viii. 38, 41, 44, where the devil is called the father of the 
wicked Jews, comp, also 1 Macc. ii. 54. So in the verse before us, 
the children of Abraham are those who walk in the steps of his faith 
i. e imitate his example. 

One difficulty remains in respect to to?; sror/oZeu The repetition 
of the article before it here seems as if the writer intended to dis¬ 
tinguish those whom it designates, from the to7; oDx ix cre^ro/AJi; fj,6vov 
which (by placing the oux before to ?;) would mean, not only to those 
of the circumcision ; and then dXXd xai ro?g x. r. X. would mean, but 
also to those who ioalk } &c., i. e ., but also \o Gentiles who imitate 
Abraham’s faith. To this purpose the Syriac version, the Vulgate, 
Theodoret, Anselm, Castalio, Grotius, Koppe, and others. But the 
objection to this is, that heathen believers have already been men¬ 
tioned in the preceding verse ; and that the writer seems plainly here 
intending to characterize such Jews, and only such, as were the 
spiritual children of Abraham, i. e. y to whom he wa9 a spiritual 
father. The repetition of the article before (sroiyoZci in this case is 
indeed peculiar; Tholuck calls it a solecism , and Riickert says it is 
not to be tolerated. I regard it, however, as a resumption of the 
sentence begun with the preceding To?g } and interrupted by the olx 'ex 
wf oiTOfi^g fjjijvov aXXa xa/', the former part of which has the sense of an 
adjective qualifying the ro?g; but inasmuch as the resumption gives 
a new characteristic, it was necessary that the part. croiyoZat should 
have the article ; as in other like cases. In this view Reiche fully 
concurs. 
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CHAP. IV. 13—18. 


TnE apostle now proceeds to another illustration and confirmation of his assertions respecting 
gratuitous justification. The Jew gloried in belonging to a nation to whom God had given a 
revealed law, and looked upon the pre-eminence which this gave him, as a proof that God would 
treat him with special favour in a spiritual respect. The reader has only to look bock, and rc« 
peruse chapterii. 17—24, in order to see what dependence the Jews were prone to place upon 
the knowledge which they possessed of the Holy Scriptures, and their superiority in this respect 
over the Gentiles. In order to take away all ground of glorying in this manner, the apostle here 
proceeds distinctly to remind them, that Ahraham was not justified by any such privilege, the 
law having been given more than four hundred years after the time in which he lived. Such, 
then, as are hia spiritual children, i. e., such as are justified on grounds like those on which he 
was jusl-ifled, caunot regard the law as the ground of their justification. 

'Hie proof of the writer’s position is very striking, and could not fail to make a deep impression 
on the mind of a serious Jew. The manner in which it Is exhibited, is well adapted to make 
such an Impression. 'Abraham,’ says the apostle, * did not receive promises for himself and his 
seed, on account of the law or by means of the law, but gratuitously, i.e., by the righteousness of 
faith, verse 13. Now if the possession of the law, or obedience to It, were necessary to constitute 
Abraham and his seed heirs of the promises, then heirship by faith, and the promises connected 
with this, would be annulled, hecause these wero granted to Abraham before the giving of the 
law, verse 14. The law, moreover, is so far from being the ground of suoli promises, that it is a 
menne of indignation on the part of God towards sinners, i. €., means of their punishment: for 
It is the prohibitions of the law which constitute and define transgressions, and if there were no 
law, there could be no transgression, verse 15. Such being the case, the promises are not made 
on the ground of law, but through the instrumentality of faith, i. e., gratuitously, in order that 
all the seed might he assured respecting them, both Gentiles who have not the law, and Jews 
who have it, provided they have like faith with Abraham, the spiritual father of all, verse lti. 
The Scripture points out such a relation of Abraham to all true believers, and he is regarded as 
sustaining such an one, by him who raises the dead to life, and calls things out of nothing into 
existence, verse 17. Such was the faith of the father of believers, that he put entire confidence 
In the divine declarations, when, to all human appearance, there was no ground to hope that 
they could be carried Into execution; so that he became the spiritual father of many nations, 
Gentiles as well os Jows, according to the tenor of the Scripture promise : So shall thy seed 
rerso 18. 


(13) Ou yag .... ffvegfiart a\jrov y for not by the Icno was the promise 
made to Abraham , or to his seed. Tag is fixed to a sentence, the 
object of which is to confirm the preceding declaration, that 
Abraham was the spiritual father of both Jews and Gentiles, not by 
any external rite or privilege, but through faith, —A/a vopov through 
law , by means of the law. The writer designs by it either to desig¬ 
nate the possession of the law, the privilege of living under it, and 
being the depositary of it, or else he means obedience to it. I am 
inclined to give it the former sense here, on account of the oi ex v6/u,ov 
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in verse 14, which rather designates such as live under the law than 
those who fulfil it. 

What the promise made to Abraham and his seed was, the writer 

proceeds to tell us, viz., to xXrgovo/Mov . that he should he 

heir or possessor of the world . This expression is found literally in 
none of the passages which contain the promises made to Abraham, 
Gen. xii. 1—3. xv. 1—6. xvii. 1—8. But in Gen. xv. 5 is a pro¬ 
mise, that the seed of Abraham should be like the stars of heaven 
for multitude; and in Gen xvii. 5 it is said: “A father of many 
nations have I made thee.” That the apostle had his mind intent 
upon this text, is plain from ver. 17 in the sequel. When he says, 
then, that the promise was that Abraham should be heir of the world , 
his meaning evidently is, that the seed of Abraham (in the sense 
here meant, viz., his spiritual seed), should be co-extensivc with the 
world, or (to use the phraseology employed in another of the promises 
made to Abraham), u in him should all the families of the earth be 
blessed.” Taken in the sense now adverted to, the phrase before us 
would imply, that the spiritual seed of Abraham should be co-exten- 
sive with the world, ?. e., should be of all nations. But there is a 
somewhat more figurative way of understanding the phrase to be heir 
of the world , viz., to take it as an expression that designates the re¬ 
ceiving of great and important blessings. In such a way most 
clearly are IT)?? B'S xX^ovo/miTv rsjv yjjv to be taken, Psalms xxv. 13. 
xxxvii. 9, 11, 22, 29. Prov. ii. 21. Matt. v. 5. The former method 
of exegesis, however, is here to be preferred, on the ground, that 
ver. 17 develops the fact, that Paul here had a special meaning in 
reference to the extent of Abraham^s spiritual seed. 

In regard to that seed of Abraham to whom the promise was spe¬ 
cially made; who can this be but the Messiah? Who else of Abra¬ 
ham’s seed was to be possessor of all the earthj particularly in a 
spiritual sense ? That Paul himself had such a view of this subject, 
is made quite certain by Gal. iii. 16. It is true, indeed, that in 
respect to the promises of a temporal nature made to Abraham, his 
literal descendants were the partakers and heirs of them; see Gen. 
xvii. 8. xv. 18. So also were they, that is, some of them, heirs of 
spiritual promises. But the specific promise to which the apostle 
alludes in our text, seems to have been made with reference to 
Christ, at least it seems to have been entirely fulfilled only in him, 
Gal. iii. 16. Peiche construes the promise here as having respect to 
a new world , like that which the Millenarians expect, after the end 
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of the present order of things; which implies a method of interpret¬ 
ing the Messianic prophecies that cannot be defended on the ground 
of rational exegesis. 

The promise in question was not hd vog,ov, L e ., on account of any 
privileges connected with the giving of the law, for the law was not 
yet given; but it was did dixaiotuvrig 'Triarecog, through the righteousness 
of faith, i. e it was gratuitously given in consequence of his faith ; 
see on iii. 22. 

(14) E/ ya% .... xXrjgovopoi, if now they who are of the law , are 
heirs; i. e ., if they who live under the law and enjoy its privileges, 
are heirs of the promise made to Abraham and his seed. Tdo here 
is prefixed to an additional clause designed to confirm the preceding 
one —ydg confirmantis. O/ ex may mean, cither those who rest 
upon the law, L e make their boast of having fulfilled it and so 
expect justification from it (in which way Tholuck and many others 
have understood it); or it may mean, those who enjoy the privileges 
and the distinction which a revelation confers. I prefer the latter 
sense as being more consonant with the special object of the apostle; 
which here is, to prove that no external rites or privileges can be the 
ground of justification before God. 

Kexbwra/ .... ecrayyeX/a, faith is rendered of no effect , and the 
promise is made void . The reason of this is, that the promise was 
made to Abraham and his seed in consequence of faith, and therefore 
gratuitously; but if those only who enjoy the privilege of living 
under the law are heirs of the promise, and are so without walking 
in the steps of Abraham as to faith, then the ground of the promises 
to Abraham is done away. Neither his faith, nor the promise con¬ 
nected with it, is of any avail; because neither of them stands on 
law-ground, and neither depends on the privilege of possessing the law 
or on the merit of obeying it. In a word, the ground of justification 
taken by those who plead for it lx v6fj,ov, is entirely diverse from and 
opposed to that by which Abraham was justified, and on which the 
promises were made to him ; and if they are in the right, the pro¬ 
mises made to Abraham are of course null, because a new condition 
unknown to him and different from that under which he obtained 
blessings, would thus be introduced. 

(15) ' O ydg v6y,o; . . . vagdfiaaig, for the law is the occasion of wrath; 
for where there is no law , there is no transgression . In verse 15, 
a reason is assigned why the promise would be made void, on 
the ground suggested; and this is, that the law was actually the 
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occasion of bringing upon the Jewa divine displeasure, by reason 
of their offences against its precepts. It is on this account that 
the verse is introduced by ydg causal If there were no law, then 
there would be no transgression or sin. All sin is, avo/j./a, i. e. y want 
of conformity to the law of God, either as to omission or commis¬ 
sion. Now as all men do sin, the law against which they offend 
(inasmuch as it prohibits and condemns 6in) is the instrument of their 
condemnation , not of their justification. This is indeed no fault of 
the law, which is of itself u holy and just and good” (Rom. vii. 12): 
the fault lies with the transgressor. But when such transgressor 
appeals to the law as the ground of his justification, he must be told 
(as lie is here told) that the law, instead of delivering him from 
death or justifying him, condemns him to death; nay, that its precepts, 
although holy and just and good in themselves and worthy of all 
respect and obedience, arc nevertheless the occasion (the innocent 
occasion indeed) of the sinners guilt and -ruin. The fault lies in 
him; but still, if there had been no precepts to transgress and no 
penalty connected with transgression, then he would not have been 
a transgressor. It is on such ground that the apostle (chap. vii. 7-— 
13) declares most explicitly, that “ he had not known sin, except by 
the law;” that “sin, taking occasion by the law, wrought in him 
all manner of concupiscence;” that “without the law sin was dead,” 
i. e., the power of sin was inefficacious; but still, that “the law is 
holy and just and good,” and all the fault lies in the transgressor. 
Chap. vii. 7, seq., is indeed an ample commentary on the sentiment 
expressed in the verse before us. 

Admitting the truth of the apostle’s representation, it follows, that 
those who have no knowledge of law, i. e., no moral sense of arty 
moral precept, cannot be transgressors. This is plainly and palpably 
the doctrine which he teaches; a doctrine which is sanctioned by 
the fundamental principles of our moral nature, and essential to the 
idea of right and wrong. In common cases, we never pronounce 
any man to be an offender against a moral law, unless he is an intel¬ 
ligent, rational , moral , free agent. Any one of these qualifications 
being found wanting, we absolve him from guilt. And does not 
Paul the same ? But this does not settle the question xcheti men be¬ 
gin to be such agents; for plainly they may be moral and free agents 
before they can read the Scriptures. The question as to the time 
when sinning begins, in each individual case, can be settled only by 



ROMANS IV. 16, 17 183 

Omniscience. Why should we not be content to leave it with * the 
Judge of all the earth, who will do right V 

The second ydg in vcr. 15 is placed at the head of a reason or 
ground of the assertion immediately preceding ; which is, that the 
law is the occasion or instrument of condemnation. How does this 
appear? In this way, viz., because that where there is no law, there 
is no transgression. The yag here introduces, then, that which 
serves to confirm the expression immediately antecedent. 

(1G) Because then the law does in fact never justify, but only 
condemn, it follows that if justification be at all bestowed on sinners, 
it must come in some other way than by law. A/a rouro . . . 
giv, on this account it was of faith , so that it must be of grace; i. e ., 
the promise is through the medium of faith, so that it must be gratui¬ 
tous ; there being no way left in which it could be bestowed on the 
ground of merit. See the notes on verses 4, 5 above. We must of 
course suppose i) InayytKia ymrat to be implied before ex m'ffreug; 
in which case the mind reverts to the idea at the close of ver. 14. The 
ha before xara x^i ,v is doubtless to be taken in the ecbatic sense, 
ita ut y so that , indicating event not purpose. The reasoning then 
stands thus : i The promise was of faith as the condition, so that it 
must of course be gratuitous/ Elg rb eTvat .... <rn sgfiart, in order 
that the promise might be sure to all the seed. On any other ground 
than that of grace or gratuity , the promise could not be sure either 
to Abraham or to his seed; for if it were to be fulfilled only on con¬ 
dition of entire obedience to the law, then would it never have a ful¬ 
filment, inasmuch as no mere man ever did or will exhibit perfect 
obedience. Aid rouro in this verse extends to the whole of the rea¬ 
soning which precedes, and which goes to show that justification or 
the promises of pardon and acceptance must be on gratuitous 7 and 
not on meritorious grounds. 

Ou rip ... . ’A/ 3 gaa/L, not only to him who is under the law , but to 
him who is of the faith of Abraham; i. e. } the promise is given on 
gratuitous grounds in order that it may not fail of being carried into 
execution, and that the blessings which it proffers may be bestowed 
on both Jew and Greek, that is, on all men without distinction, on 
all roTg 6T0iyy>Z<Si to 7 g "tymnet rrjg iv tt} axgoftvffr/cf cr/Vrfwf rou Kargbg 
'A figadfi. The reader should note, that /loW belongs to ou r<f> 7 not to 
Jx rou vojaov. 

(17) This last idea, viz., that Abraham is the spiritual father of 
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both Jews and Gentiles, the apostle now takes occasion farther to il¬ 
lustrate and confirm, by a reference to the Jewish Scriptures. 

Urt .... rUe/pid a, who is the father of us all; (as it is written: 
A father of many nations have I made thee.) TsOsmd ce is the Sep- 
tuagint rendering of the Hebrew Infrequently meaning to 

put , place , or constitute; in which meaning it is frequently followed 
by the Septuagint and New Testament, by the use of rjCr,/u. In 
respect to the original in Gen. xvii. 5, the only question is, whether 
the passage there means any thing more than that the literal poste¬ 
rity of Abraham should be very numerous. Tholuck and many 
commentators so construe it; but it seems clear to me, that the 
apostle puts a different interpretation upon it, and that he viewed it 
as having reference to a spiritual seed. That such was his opinion, 
is made quite clear by comparing Gal. iii. 7. Korn. ii. 28, 29. iv. 11, 
12, 16, 18. The embarrassment as to the interpretation of Gen. 
xvii. 1—8, seems to arise principally from the fact, that promises of 
both a temporal and spiritual nature are there made. A double 
paternity (so to speak) is assigned to Abraham; many nations arc to 
descend from him literally ; his literal seed are to possess the land of 
Canaan, But he is also to become the spiritual father of ‘ many 
nations,’ (i. e., an eminent pattern or exemplar in regard to faith, and 
justification by it, sec verse 12 above), and in him are £ al the 
families of the earth to be blessed,’ Gen. xii. 3. How can it be 
satisfactorily shown, that both a natural and spiritual seed were not 
promised to Abraham? Or what should hinder us from supposing 
that both temporal and spiritual blessings were promised to him and 
his seed ? lteiche, as usual, resorts to mere accommodation here. 
What force this could have on Jewish minds prejudiced against 
Paul’s views of the gospel, it would be difficult to tell. 

Such a father he was xartvavn ov ... . ©soD, in the sight of God , 
whom he confided in or believed . Karivavn is equivalent to the lie- 
brew *U3, ’J'Jlia, in the sight of in the view of\ before. 

The sentiment is this: i Abraham is the father of many nations, in 
the sight of that God in whom he trusted, or whose word he be¬ 
lieved;’ i. e.j God views him and has constituted him the spiritual 
father of many nations. The construction of the verse is difficult, 
at first view, and has given rise to many critical doubts. I regard 
the real sense of it as being the same, as if the arrangement in Greek 
were thus: Ka revavn ©eou o2> [ = yT] emcrevee. The c5 is to be con¬ 
sidered as a case of attraction, as grammarians say. Sec instances 
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of this nature in John ii. 22. Mark vii. 13. Luke ii. 20. Acta vii. 
17, 45. 1 Pet. iv. 11. John xv. 20, &c. ; but in all these cases, the 
noun precedes the pronoun which conforms to it. Examples, how¬ 
ever, of the like nature with the present, are the following, viz., 
Mark vi. 16, ov eyu avaxe^aX/tfa ’Iwdwqv, ourog lari' Acts xxi. 16. 
a yovreg crap’ & ^eviadd^tv Mvdaojvi' Rom. vi. 17, tig ok vragadodrire rucrov 
dida^ij;' in which examples, indeed, the noun conforms to the pro¬ 
noun as to its case; but this makes no important difference, inas¬ 
much as the conformity may be of either kind, i. e. y of the noun to 
the pronoun, or the pronoun to the noun ; see New Test. Gramm. 
§ 113. 2, 3. The older grammarians limited attraction to cases 
where the verb governs the Acc.; but this is a manifest error, and 
is now generally abandoned. If we regard off hritreute as a circum¬ 
stance throw in, and to be mentally included in a parenthesis, the 
difficulty of the sentence will be removed. The present construction 
is somewhat anomalous as to the order of words ; for the usual order 
would be thus : Ka revavri 0 eoD off Wiareuae x. r. X. 

Tow £wox oiovvro; .... hr a, who yiveth life to the dead, and callcth 
the thinys which are not , as if they were . Another contested pas¬ 
sage. To express the idea of divine, almighty power, is plainly the 
object of it. This it does by asserting that God raises the dead, 
and exercises creative and controlling power. In regard to row 
j^uorroioZvTog rous vsxfo ug t it may mean generally, that God has the 
power to raise the dead, and that he exercises it; or it may have a 
special reference to God’s promises to raise up a numerous progeny 
from Abraham, who was dead as to the power of procreation; comp. 
Heb. xi. 17—19, and verse 19 below. In either case the meaning 
is good. In the first it is more energetic: in the second, more ap¬ 
propriate to the special object of the writer. 

Ka Xouvrog rd hr a ug hr a is Hebraistic in its manner. KaXe^u is 
sometimes employed like the Hebrew i. e., to designate the idea 
of commanding a thing to be or exist, which did not before exist; 
c . g.j Is. xli. 4. xlviii. 13; eomp. 2 Kings viii. 1. Isaiah xxii. 12. 
Comp, also 2 Macc. vii. 28, offx hrojv evofiiaev aura 6 &eog, which 
resembles in sense the phrase before us ; also Philo de Croat, p. 728, 
rd /i?) hra sxdXeaev tig rb that. The reference in the mind of the writer, 
when he used the phrase before us, no doubt was to Gen. i. 3, seq. 
The calling of things that are not , is to command that they shall 
exist, in order to fulfil the purposes which the Creator has in view 
by bringing them into existence. This latter circumstance seems to 
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have been overlooked; and thus has arisen great perplexity among 
interpreters. ‘ How/ it has been asked,‘could God call into existence 
things that are not, as if they were?* A seeming paradox, indeed, 
if literally interpreted; for things that already are, cannot be called 
into existence. After all, the meaning of the apostle is not simply 
bidding to exist (xaXoukros), but also directing , disposing of.\ com¬ 
manding in any way and for any purpose, the things called. ‘God/ 
says he, ‘ can call into existence things that now have no existence, 
and employ them for his purposes, just as he directs and disposes of 
things that already exist; God calls ra /m n otra just as he does ra 
okra; things that do not now exist, are at his disposal as really and 
truly as things that do exist, i. e. y they can be made to exist and to 
subserve his purpose, in the same manner as things do which now 
already exist.’ Is there any room for real difficulty in respect to 
such a meaning as this? If any one feels a difficulty still, he may 
solve the sentence in this simple way, viz., xaXovvreg ra (lti ovra ug 
| UaXeffgk] okra, t. e., calling into existence (Gen. i. 2. Ps. xxxiii. 6) 
things that are not, as [he called into existence] things that are. 
The sense would be for substance the same. 


CHAP. IV. 18—25. 


The apostle haring thus shown that the doctrine of gratuitous Justification by faith does not 
at all impugn the Scriptures of the Old Testament, by appealing to the example of Abraham, 
and to the declarations of David ; and having more particularly insisted on the justification of 
Abraham, previously to the covenant of circumcision, and independently of it; and this, in 
order that Abraham might be the spiritual father of all believers, both Jews and Gentiles; he 
now concludes the whole by an animated description and communication of Abraham’s faith, 
and by pointing out the happy consequences of imitating it to all who profess to be the disciples 
of Christ. First, Abraham hoped, when to all human appearance there was no gTound of 
hope, that he might become the father of many nations through the birth of a son, ver. 13. 
His strong faith led him to overlook his own extreme old nge and that of Sarah, ver. 19 ; to 
trust with full confidence in the simple promise of God respecting a son, thus giving glory to 
God by reposing in him such an unlimited trust, and by being so fully persuaded that he 
would perform what he had promised, verses 20, 21. On this account he was justified through 
his faith, ver. 22 ; nor was this fact recorded merely for his sake, but also for our sake, that 
we may be inspired with the hope of attainiug to the like justification, provided we believe iu 
the declarations of him who raised up Jesus from the dead, and proposed him to the world as 
the object of saving belief, inasmuch as he died for our offences, and rose again in order that we 
might be justified. 
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(18) “Oj crag' eXiriha ect sXrribt iviartvatv, who against [all apparent] 
ground of hope, belitved in hope that he should become the father , &c. 
The og, x. t . X. here is co-ordinate with the og, x. V. X. in ver. 16. But 
though co-ordinate us to construction, it is not merely epexegetical, 
but adds some new declarations respecting the strength of Abraham’s 
faith. The expression rrag ix-riba W iXrrih, is what the Greeks call 

[oxymoron], i. e., a sharp , pointed saying , which to appear¬ 
ance exhibits a kind of contradiction ; like the Latin spes insperata , 
ignavia strenua, &c. The cra^* iXrribcc, beyond or against hope, in 
this case, refers to the circumstances recounted in ver. 19. For the 
like sense of cra^a, see Acts xviii. 13. 

Kara rl e/^svov, viz., in Gen. xv. 5.— Ouruc, so, viz., like the stars 
in respect to number, to which Abraham had just been pointed, t. e., 
innumerable ; comp. Ps. cxlvii. 4. 

(19) Mq uGdsvfaag, not being weak , i. e., being strong : the negative 
form of declaration being used, where an affirmative sense is meant. 
In like manner ; <e He confessed, and denied not, but confessed,” 
John i. 20. The Greeks call this mode of expression Xirorrjg, small¬ 
ness, slenderness , or fieiuag, diminution; because it seemingly dimin¬ 
ishes from the full strength of the positive form. Often however (as 
here) it is equivalent to the affirmative or positive form. The reason 
of choosing the word acr Qsvfaag here seems to be, a reference to the 
state of the patriarchal pair, who were weak in body. Their faith 
was in an opposite condition, firj arievrjeag. These words begin a third 
co-ordinate clause, both the others beginning with og, as already noted. 

Tjj ‘Triersi, Dative of condition, being strong in faith , or in respect 
to faith , i. e having strong confidence. 

Ou xarevorjffe, he did not regard .— w Hd?j vsvexgw/ievov, already dead , u e., 
inefficient with regard to procreation; comp. Heb. xi. 12. Gen. xvii. 
17. ITou, about (adv.) which sense it has when it is enclitic , as here; 
exarokrasr?j$ rrov, about 100 years of age .—Ka4 nor , inasmuch as it 
follows oj in the preceding clause. So in Hebrew, ) following ^ 
means nor, Heb. Gramin. § 358. Note.—T^v vsxgucnv rfjg /uqrgag = rr,v 
(Lrir^av ryv vevexgwpsvrjv. Comp, the age of Sarah (90) at this time, Gen. 
xvii. 17. 

(20) Ou disxp'Ov, he did not doubt , did not hesitate; comp. Rom. xiv. 
23. James i. 6. ii. 4. Matt. xxi. 21 . Mark xi. 23.—E ig rr t v sirayys- 
X/av .... d'rtorict, still he did not doubt respecting the promise of 
God , through , or by reason of an unbelieving spirit . The hi here is 
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adversative in respect to the preceding circumstances, and may be 
translated, still, bat, or however . The Dat. of awtr/cf, is construed 
agreeably to idiom ; see New Test. Gramm. § 106. 5. 

*AXX’ mduva/j,u>t)7) rjj trigrei, the opposite of the preceding expression, 
bat he firmly and confidently believed, or he was confident through 
faith ; rfi rrlgrsi, being the Dative of manner or means; see New Test. 
Gramm, ut supra. 

A oug dc^av rw 06w, giving glory to God . The Hebrew DV^nin^ 
“1133 means, to show by our actions that we acknowledge any attri¬ 
bute of God; which is ascribing to him what belongs or is due to 
him. So here, Abraham, by the strength of his confidence, did in 
the highest manner ascribe to God omnipotence and veracity. Comp. 
John ix. 24. Josh. vii. 19. The meaning of the phrase as here 
employed by the writer, is given in the next verse. 

(21) Ka/ on x. r. X., a repetition or epexegesis of what 

the preceding clause asserts. u Being strong in faith” there, is 
equivalent to K\7i0o$o£v$eig here, which means, being fully persuaded; 
comp. Hcb. x. 22.—"O l^yyeXra/, that which had been promised, or 
rather, what he had promised . This last rendering can be retained, 
because the Perf. pass, not unfrequently has an active sense, inas¬ 
much as it serves for the Perf. Middle as well as Passive, (New 
Testament Gramm. § 61. 2.) So in Acts xiii. 2, crgo<Tx$z\r,ju,a/ t I have 
invited. Acts xvi. 10. 1 Pet. iv. 1. John ix. 22.—Ka/ < 

also to perform, xai in the sense of etiam, quoque , as it often is, i, e. 9 
xcti, intensive . 

(22) A/9 .... tig dixaio<rjv7)v, wherefore [his belief] was counted to 
him as 'righteousness; in other words, through his faith he was 
counted or treated as righteous, he was admitted to the divine favour. 
See on verse 5 above. The xai before sXoy/V^ I have interpreted as 
intensive. If otherwise taken, it may be solved thus : Wherefore , 
also, it was imputed, &c. 

(23, 24) Nor was this method of justification and acceptance 
limited to Abraham. The history of it is recorded as an examplCj 
for the encouragement and imitation of all others down to the latest 
period of time. Those who believe in him w r ho raised up Jesus from 
the dead (comp. ver. 17 above), i. e. y those who believe in what God 
has done and said with respect to the Messiah, the only foundation 
of the sinner's hope, will be justified through their faith, in like 
manner as Abraham was by his. 
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(2,5) Ylapdchri, teas given up, was delivered up, viz. to death, 
Matt. xxvi. 2.— A/a ra cragacrrwuara ri/Moov, comp. Is. liii. 12, 5, 6, 8. 
Gal. i. 4. ii. 20. Tit. ii. 14. 1 Pet. ii. 24. 

Aia rqv dixaiojffiv rj/Mum, on account of our justification, i. e., our accept¬ 
ance with God. Christ rose from the dead, in order that this great 
and glorious work might be completed. The primary object of his 
death is here stated as being expiatory , i. e as having a special in¬ 
fluence on that part of justification which has respect to remitting 
the penalty of the divine law. But as justification, in its full sense, 
comprehends not only forgiveness, but the accepting and treating of 
any one as righteous, it implies of course the advancement of the 
pardoned sinner to a state of glory. The resurrection of Christ was 
connected with this; for if u Christ be not risen, then our faith is 
vain.” His resurrection was preparatory to his receiving the king¬ 
dom given him of the Father, and thus was necessary in order to 
complete the redemption of those who believe in him. 

Rciche maintains, that the whole work of Christ, viz., his active 
and passive obedience, is to be considered as one ; and this in such a 
(sense, that we arc at liberty to ascribe no more efficacy to his death 
than to any of the actions of his life. Of course he disallows the idea 
of a vicarious sacrifice , in any proper sense of these words ; and lie 
maintains that God, for Christ’s sake and for some reason not stated 
by the sacred writers, forgives and accepts the sinner. But, although 
1 fully concede that the incarnation and obedience of Christ consti¬ 
tute a part of his mediatorial work, and by no means exclude them 
from an important place in the great scheme of redemption, still I 
must regard it as a perfectly clear case, that the New Test, ascribes 
peculiar efficacy to the sufferings and death of Christ; and to my 
mind, the doctrine of the atonement or the vicarious sufferings and 
death of Christ, is fundamental to the very essence of Christianity 
as distinguished from other systems of religion. 


CIIAP. Y. 1—21. 


TnE npostle having thus shown, (a) Thnt all men, Jews and Gentiles, are sinners; (fc)Tliat 
they are therefore under the condemning sentence of the divine law; (c) Thnt the only 
method of escape from the execution of this sentence, is by gratuitous pardon, t. e., by Justifi¬ 
cation obtained through the death Of Christ; and (rf) That all this Is no new doctrine, but 
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one inculcated in tho old Testament both by declaration and example ; he next proceeds, in 
chap. v„ to exhibit the blessed fruits of this pardon or justification. (1) We hare peace with 
God (wilh whom we were before in a state of enmity, being alienated from him, comp. vers. 

6_10), and we enjoy, through Christ, free access to a state of favour with God, and thus 

are led to rejoice in the hope of future glory, vers. 1, 2. (2) We are supported and com. 

forted in all our afflictions during the present Life; nay, we may even rejoice in them as the 
instruments of spiritual good to us, vers. 3—5. (3) All this good is rendered certain, and the 

hope of it sure, by the fact that Christ, having died for us while in a atate of enmity and aliena¬ 
tion, and having thus reconciled us to God, will not fail to carry on and complete the work 
which he has thus begun, vers. C—10. (4) We may now therefore rejoice in God (who is as 
truly our covenant God as he has been that of the Jews), on account of the reconciliation which 
Christ has effected, ver. 11. 

(5) This state of reconciliation or filial relation to God, is extended to all men, i. e., in some re> 
spects actually bestowed on all, and in others proffered to all, laid open for all, rendered acces¬ 
sible to all, in like manner as the evils occasioned by the sin of our first ancestor have in some 
respects extended to all, and in others are liable to be incurred or suffered by all; yea, such is 
the greatness of Christ’s redemption, that the blessings procured by his death far exceed the evils 
occasioned by the sin of Adam (vers. 12—19), they even exceed all the evils consequent upon the 
sins of men, who live under the light of revelation (vere. 20, 21). The certainty of salvation, them 
under such a dispensation as this, would seem to be made quite evident. 

Such appears to me the sum of what is (aught in chap. v. The difficulties attending tae inter¬ 
pretation of this passage, I readily acknowledge, and have long and deeply felt. To the study 
of them I have devoted much more time, than to any other equal portion of the Holy Scriptures. 
I do not persuade myself, however, that I have sucoceded in all respects with regard to the solu¬ 
tion of them; much less do I expect that what I shall propose will be satisfactory to the minds 
of all others. What I could do, I have done ; if others succeed better, it will be matter of sin¬ 
cere joy to me. One thing I cannot help remarking here; which is, that any exegesis of vers. 12 
—21, which represents the contents as irrelevant to the tenor of the context both before and 
after these verses, must wear the air, of course, of being an improbable one. Never have I found 
more difficulty, however, than in satisfying myself of the relation which vers. 12—23 do in fact 
hold toward the context; and in particular how they bear upon the theme discussed in vers. 1 
—11. The result of all my investigations is given, as to substance, under No. 5 above. 

Tholuck states liis result a little differently: "To render more conspicuous the fruits obtained 
by redemption, the apostle contrasts the state of mankind as a trA ole, and as being in the misery 
of their unredeemed condition, with the 6tate of mankind as a whole , in their happiness as par¬ 
takers of the benefits of redemption. By a striking parallel, he exhibits mankind in Adam the 
head and source of our race as sinful; and in Christ the head and source of it, as redeemed ; and 
he so represents this, that redemption appears to be the greatest and most important occurrence 
which has taken place with regard to mankind^the central point of all spiritual life and all hap¬ 
piness.” (Comm, liber Rom. p. 158. edit. 2). Whether this summary comes nearer than my 
own to the true exhibition of the contents of vers. 12—21; in particular, whether it harmonizes 
better with the context; I submit to the reader to decide, when he shall have carefully studied 
the whole. In the mean time, I acknowledge with gratitude the important aid that I have re¬ 
ceived from the Commentary of the ahove named excellent writer. 

The reader will find a more detailed statement of the contents of vers. 12—19, at the com¬ 
mencement of the commentary on this passage, and before its several parts. 


(1) Ouv, then, concessive and continuativc. It does not here ex* 
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press" the force simply of syllogistic conclusion, but resumes and 
alludes to the preceding arguments and illustrations, and takes for 
granted the fact stated by 5/xa/wdevreg. This last word has here pe¬ 
culiar reference to pardon of sin , and does not mean mundati apeccato , 
or beatificati , as some have construed it; for these things are further 
asserted in the sequel. 

’Ex ^riartug, i. e., gratuitously , through belief instead of perfect obe¬ 
dience ; see on chap. iv. 5 above. 

E/rfvrjir e^o/iev, we have peace; here in opposition to a state of 
enmity to God, or a state of alienation from him; see verse 10. 
Several important MSS., A., C., D., 71., al., and some versions and 
fathers, read (Subj.) ; but Paul does not mean to say merely 

that we may have peace, but that we are in actual possession of it. 

A/a to v K. I. Xgiffrov, viz., by the reconciliation which he has 
effected, see verse 11. 

(2) A/’ oi> xa/, by whom also .—Tj}v nrgooaycuyqv, access , as well as 

reconciliation; comp. Eph. ii. 18. iii. 12. We have obtained access 
tig rr,v x a fi v cither to this state of favour or grace } in 

which wc now stand or are; or, as Tholuck, Reiche, and some 
others: ‘We have obtained access [to God] by belief (Wf cr/m/) in 
that grace in which we continue.’ The former seems to be the most 
facile sense; the latter, most conformed to idiom, n^arayojyr} seems 
to imply that God is the object of access; so it is expressed in Eph. 
ii. 18. 1 Pet. iii. 18, and implied (as here) in Eph. iii. 12. Besides, 
the object of belief is generally indicated by tig; which would favour 
the view of Tholuck.—’Etr^xa/aev, we have become possessed of we 
have obtained. As the Perf. is here employed (and not Pres . as 
above), it would seem that the access here spoken of must refer to 
the pardoned sinner’s first access to God, after his forgiveness.— 

'EarrjKa/isv, we stand } the Perf. being used in this verb, because the 
Present has not a neuter sense. See N. Test. Gramm. § 50. 3, 
Note 2. 

K al xaux^fitOa,, and we rejoice; i. e ., in addition to a state of 
peace with God and access to him, we are filled with joy, in the 
hope of that glory which God will bestow. ®eov is here Genitivus 
auctoris. 

(3) Ou povov ds, aWa xa! xair^w/ictfa x. t, \. t and not only so y but we 
also rejoice , &c. This is a formula of transition, or of enumerating 
particulars, answering to our numerical divisions in n discourse; 
comp. vcr. 11. At continuative and decretive. The ellipsis after 
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ou /xo\ov ds is plain; i. e. 9 i not only [do wc rejoice in hope of future 
glory], but/ &c. Gldckler contends earnestly, that there is another 
ellipsis after which he supplies by in x. r. X. from 

verse 2. Yet this is not only needless, but contrary to what idiom 
admits; for iv after xau^ao/xa/ not unfrequently stands before the 
object of the verb; e. g., in Rom. ii. 17. Gal. vi. 13, &c. The 
apostle does not mean to say, that the Christian exults in pain and 
sorrow as such; but that as a means of spiritual good he exults in 
them, and is enabled by divine grace to triumph over them. 

E/doVef, knowing , having assurance ; viz., from our relation to God, 
and from his gracious purposes toward us. Confidence in him 
gives assurance. 

"Or/ .... xarz^yaZtrat, produces patience or perseverance. Neither 
of these virtues can be exercised without sufferings and trials. Pa¬ 
tience is steadfast and submissive endurance of evils. Afflictions are 
essential to the cultivation of this virtue. They arc not, indeed, the 
direct and efficient cause of patience; but they are at least an oc¬ 
casion or instrumental cause. 

(4) £o x//j^v, tnal or approbation . Either rendering is correct; 
for perseverance or patience in the enduring of afflictions makes 
thorough trial; and the same virtue secures approbation . I prefer 
the second meaning, viz., approbation; because it more naturally 
connects itself with the iX-/s that follows. Comp. 5ox/^d£w, which 
means to try , and also to approve. 

’E Xnida, hope , which springs of course from the approbation be¬ 
stowed on patient endurance of suffering for virtue’s sake. 

(5) Ou xaTansyjmi, will not disappoint; as the sequel shows. So 

the Hebrew, The before this clause and two others in 

verse 4, is continuative and discretive. 

"On 7 ) aydnn roy Qeoo x. r. X. The first reason given why the 
Christian’s hope will not disappoint him, is that the love of God is 
diffused (exxs^ura/) in his heart or mind; and this, by that Holy 
Spirit which is imparted to him, i. e. } by the gracious influence of 
that Spirit who dwells in the hearts of believers; 1 Cor. vi. 19. iii. 
16. 2 Cor. vi. 1C. 2 Cor. i. 22, where the spirit which is in the 
hearts of believers is called their d^a/3wv, the pledge of tlicir future 
happiness, the pledge that their salvation is secure. Compare also 
Eph. i. 13, 14, where the same sentiment is fully expressed. The 
love of God here evidently means his love toward us; as verse 8 
plainly shows. His love shed abroad in the hearts of Christians 
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means, that a full and satisfactory conviction respecting his love i a 
bestowed; and the manner of bestowing or giving such a sense of 
his love is here designated, viz., by the influence of the Holy Spirit 
imparted to Christians. 


CHAP. Y. 6“ 10. 

Verses 6—10 constitute a kind of episode (if I may so Bpeak), and oontain an illustration 
and confirmation of the sentiment expressed in ver. 5, viz., that the Christian's luope will not 
disappoint him. To show that this is truly the case, the writer goe9 on to produce an illustra¬ 
tion, which exhibits an argument of the kind called a majori ad minus; i. e., 'if Christ has 
already done the greater thing for you, viz., reconciled you to God, when you were in your 
einful state, how much more will he complete the work, the greatest and most difficult part of 
which has already been accomplished?’ 

In this view the passage before us seems to be more direct, in respect to the perseverance of 
ific saints, Ilian almost any other passage in the Scriptures which 1 can find. The sentiment 
here la not dependent on the form of a particular expression (as it appears to be in some other 
passages); but it is fundamentally connected with the very nature of the argument. 


(6) V E n ydg Xycrbg ovtojv fauv, a singular metathesis or transposition 
of the particle en, which belongs to wra>v and plainly qualifies it. On 
account of this unusual location of en, suspicions of its genuineness 
would seem to have arisen, and the variety of readings is here con¬ 
siderable ; e. g.j t/ys, B., Syr., Erp., Copt.; •/ ya%, Isid., Pelus., August.; 
v n, F., G.; tig n\ (ut quid), Ital., Vulg., Iren., Ambros., Pelag. All 
these varieties probably originated either from the unusual location 
of £77, as before mentioned, or else from an apprehension that in in 
ver. 8 rendered it unnecessary or improbable here. In like manner 
many MSS. and Versions have an In after utsfavuv here; which Gries- 
baeh and Koppe admit into the text, but Knapp and Vater reject. 
It probably arose from some of the lections , which begun with this 
verse, and transposed the in, for convenience' sake in reading, as it 
would not appear seemly at the beginning of a lection. The trans¬ 
position seems to be designed for the sake of giving emphasis to in; 
comp. Matt. xii. 46. xvii. 5. Mark v. 35. xii. 6, and specially Hob. ix. 
6, £77 rJjw 7Tf6jr?jg axr^rjg iyjoberig (frdesiv, where in belongs to — Tag 

confirmantis here, L e., stands before a paragraph which assigns a 
cause or ground of the assertion in the preceding sentence, viz., that 
the hope of the Christian would not disappoint him. 

*E77 ovrwv ripuv, while we were yet, or we yet being .— 9 \ckvm, literally 

N 
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destitute of strength; here, as generally expounded, in amoral sense, 
i. e. y destitute of moral vigour, without holy energy, in a state of 
moral indisposition or infirmity. So Prov. xxiv. 16, oi aw fit 7; dafcvq. 
ffovMv ev xaxo7g, the ungodly are weak in their evil ways, i. e ., they are 
morally weak , for physical strength and resolution they lack not. 
Various modifications of the word dcrfcve/a may be found in Gal. iv. 9. 
Heb. iv. 15. v. 2. vii. 18. In Heb. iv. 15, the nature of the appeal 
seems to show, that the writer supposes Jesus himself to have pos¬ 
sessed a<rdh E/a like our own; but he takes care to add, yj^ih d/iuo-la;; 
so that while he had the susceptibility of being tempted and tried 
(cri-rwgatf-xbov xara cravra xatit ofioiorrira) in all respects as we are, which 
seems to be the daQzvua here characterised, he still remained “ holy, 
harmless, undefiled, and separate from sinners/’ It is not susceptibility 
of being tempted, then, which makes any one a sinner. However, 
in our text, daOtvwv seems to be used in a more emphatic sense than in 
Heb. iv. 15. v. 2; for it is immediately exchanged for dffsZw, and in 
verse 8 for ayMgru\uv, This shows that actual development of char¬ 
acter by some kind of voluntary action is meant, and not merely 
vitiositas or peccabilitas ; for aesZqf and a/xaerw/.o; are not applied to 
mark these qualities, but to mark character that is developed. 

After all, however, the doubt forces itself on my mind in recon¬ 
sidering this passage, whether daOevuv does not here characterise 
weakness or inability of the sinner as to saving himself, having once 
come under the condemning sentence of the law. In Heb. vii. 18, 
the law is asserted to be dadzvyg, because it can afford no help to the 
sinner who is condemned by it. What now if we suppose the 
apostle to mean here, that i when we were under the curse, and 
unable to save ourselves, Christ then interposed?’ The sense is 
6urely good, and the apparent tautology made by afcfiZjv, when it is 
construed in the usual way, is avoided. 

Kara xougov, in due time , at an appointed or set time , viz., that 
fixed upon in the counsels of God. Comp. Sept, in Job v. 26. Isa. 
lx. 22; comp, also Luke xxi. 24, 8. Heb. xi, 11. Comp, to -X^aaa 
rou xgovov in Gal. iv. 4. 

' TTrsg datftZiiy i. e., dotf3cov for [_us] who are ungodly . 

It is plain that doe(3ojv here characterises 1 the same class of persons 
who were called aeOevwv in the preceding clause. It means impious, 
those who do not reverence or fear God .—' T-irsg, for, on account of 
instead of i . e.y in our room or stead.—So the comparison in the next 
verse, where dying vireg ayafav and d/xaiou is mentioned, obliges 
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us to interpret this. Even Riickert concedes that the meaning here 
must ^be loco nostro , vice nostra. Reiche admits that this is the 
symbolical costume of the language ; but that the idea of vicarious 
sacrifice is to be objectively admitted, he deems to be entirely out of 
question. But what is this, except to make a new gospel, according 
to our conception of what it ought to be? 

(7) Ta% illustrantis; for the sequel is designed to illustrate the 
great benevolence which the death of Christ displayed, and which 
is proposed to our view in verses 5, 6. A ixalav is here used in dis¬ 

tinction from uyadov. Often these words are synonymous ; yet they 
are capable of distinct use, and in classic usage they are not unfre- 
quently distinguished from each other. E. g. y Cicero: “ Recte^us- 
tum virum, bonum non facile reperiemus;” de Offic. III. 15. Again; 
“Jupiter Optimus dictus cst, id est, beneficentissimus .” So in the 
Talmud (Pirqe Abhoth, 5, 10) it is said: “There are four kinds of 
men; (1) Those who say: What is mine is mine, and what is thine 
is thine; these are the middling men . (2) Those who say; What 

is mine is thine, and what is thine is mine; these are the common 
people. (3) Those who say; What is mine is thine, and what is 
thine is tliine; these are the &TPC], /. e. y uyaQo/. (4) Those who 
eay : What is mine is mine, and what is thine is mine ; these arc the 
go (by the Seventy) Tpn i s usually distinguished from 
; inasmuch as the former is > sually rendered oaiog, while the 
latter is translated by dixaiog. A/xaiog may be used (and not un- 
frequently is used) to de ignate a person who is innocent merely; so 
in the Septuagint, Ex. xxiii. 7. Gen. xviii. 23, seq. So in the New 
Testament, Matt, xxvii. 9, 24. It corresponds also to the Hebrew 
Prov. i. 11. vi. 17. Joel iii, 19. In using ftixatog, therefore, as 
designating a character somewhat different from ayaOog and inferior 
to it, the apostle has not varied from sacred and classic usage. 
A/xatog clearly means here, one who is just in the common sense of 
the word, one who is free from crimes cognizable by law, one who 
does not defraud , #c. For such an one, the apostle says, it would 
be rare to find any person willing to volunteer the sacrifice of his 
life. 

Although for the ayadog, i. e. y the benevolent or rather the beneficent 
man, (the ^'PC 1 ), some one perhaps might venture even to lay down his 
life. This has in fact not unfrequently been done. The difference 
between the readiness of men to hazard their lives for a man of 
peculiar and overflowing benevolence of heart, and for a man who 
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merely pays a nice regard to meum and tuum , is very plain to every 
observer who has a feeling heart. Reiche and Tholuck suppose 
dyadog here to designate a hind benefactor , in distinction from a 
simple bixaiog. To this I see no objection ; for it makes the contrast 
between hixcuog and dyadog the more striking; and is well founded 
in the nature of the idiom. I may add, that the sequel is rendered 
the more striking by it. Besides, the use of the article here before 
dya&oti shows that a specific benefactor is thought of by the writer. 
The article is here = to the pronominal adjective his. 

The yd§ in this second clause is a matter of some difficulty, which 
critics have generally passed over. It does not appear what the cor¬ 
responding sentiment is, for which it here would seem to assign a 
ground or reason. It may there (as usual in such cases) be taken as 
affirmative (ja, allcrdings, Paesow), and we might translate thus : 
Perhaps , indeed, for the benefactor , I have rendered it although 

in the version; not because ydo of itself means although , but because 
the relation of the sentiment demands such a rendering, in order to 
make the sense explicit to us. The xai before roX/xa, Tholuck explains 
as giving this verb an intensive meaning. It undoubtedly is xai in - 
tensivum; but standing before such a connection as roX/id urroOanTv, it 
may be joined with either verb, as the sense requires. Here the 
better sense seems to be given by joining xai with dcrodaK/v—tcould 
venture even to die . What he had just said was: 4 Scarcely will any 
one die for a just man now he says : ‘ Still it may be, that some 
one will venture even to die for a benefactor/ Will even venture 
does not put the emphasis in the right place. 

(8) Yet the grace of the gospel has far surpassed any exhibition 

of human benevolence. Si/wtfrjjjtw, commends , sets forth , displays, — 
’Ayafl'jjv, benevolence, kind feeling , compassionate kindness .— 

*r<T££ 7){LQ)Vy in our stead, or on our account. In either way of ren¬ 
dering the sense here must be, that the death of Christ saved us from 
that which we as &f*agru\oi deserved. * A/xaerwAo/ means those who err 
in heart and life. 

(9) TioXXf, ouv ,. . . . u<7rh rfjg ogyrjg, much'more , then, being justified , 
i. e.y acquitted, pardoned as to our past offences, by his blood , L e the 
sufferings and death of Christ, shall we be saved by him from [future] 
indignation. In other words: 4 If Christ by his death has accom¬ 
plished our reconciliation, while we were in a state of enmity; a for¬ 
tiori we may expect that the great work, thus begun and accomplished 
as to the most difficult part, will be completed/ That afaarj’avrov 
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means the same thing as the death of Christ, i. e ., that it here di¬ 
rectly refers to the preceding dnedave, does not admit of any reasonable 
doubt. 

(10) A repetition of the same general ideas, in which the senti¬ 
ment of the whole is compressed and rendered prominent. Tag con- 
frmantis , in relation to the preceding assertion. Qavdrov x. r. X. here 
corresponds to tu a'i^an a otoj in the preceding verse. —’Ey tt\ aurou, 
the antithesis of 3 a vdrou a vtov. Meaning: i If we were reconciled to 
God, when enemies, by a dying Saviour ; a fortiori shall we, when 
thus reconciled, attain salvation through a living one ;* z. e if Christ 
in his humble and suffering state reconciled us to God, much more 
in his exalted and glorified state (h rf aurou) will he complete 
the work thus begun; comp. Rom. iv.21, where is the same sentiment. 
’Ey before is evidently used in a different sense from 3/d before 
Savdrou, 

The scriptural view of reconciliation is, that the offending party 
becomes reconciled to the other. The verb xaraXXd^u properly 
means to change , exchange; and it is here employed to designate the 
change of the sinner’s mind, who was u at enmity with God,” to that 
state in which he comes to love and reverence him. 

(11) Ou fiovov <3s, dXXd xai x. r. X., and not onlg [do we rejoice in 
afflictions, verse 3, as tending to produce a hope of glory which the 
death of Christ has rendered sure and certain^, but we rejoice* xau- 
ypfuim [itf/xsy] in God, viz., as our God, our covenant God, our su¬ 
preme and eternal joy; comp. Rev. xxi. 3. Heb. viii. 10. Zech. viii. 
8. Jer. iv. 2 ; also John viii. 41, 54. Rom. ii. 17, which last passage 
shows the claims of the Jews in respect to their covenant relation 
w r ith God. The apostle means to intimate in our text, that all which 
the Jews boasted of, is in reality secured to Christians. The use of 
xauyu/psvoi here, instead of a proper verb as in verse 3, is substantially 
Hebraistic; for in Hebrew the changing of the construction from a 
verb to a participle, and vice versa, is very common. 

The verse before us is a summary or consummation of all the 
grounds of rejoicing; for to rejoice in God as our God, expresses 
the consummation of all the Christian’s happiness. In respect to 
form or mode of expression, it constitutes a diverse head ; and it is 
one which in fact is really diverse in this respect, viz., that it is more 
generic than the preceding declarations. The phrases in verses 1, 3, 
and 11, viz., xaoyu/fMsOa —ou (aovov c)£ dXXd xa /—cu fiovov 3s dXXd xcil — 
present the natural division of the apostle’s discourse, and correspond 
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to our 1st, 2nd, 3rd, in English. Some critics, however, think that 
verse 11 refers merely to the xaraXXaysvreg <rca0ri<f6[Lt&a of the preced¬ 
ing verse, and construe thus : * But we are not only reconciled and 
saved, but also rejoice,’ &c. So Reiche. The sense is good; but 
the method above stated seems to me, on the whole, to be 
preferable. 

T rjv xaraWcLyw JXaCo/xev receives its form from the expression in 
verse 10, xar?jXXay?j/iev x.r. X. The word means reconciliation; and 
such is the sense in which our English translators here used the 
word atonement (quasi at-one-ment ). 


CHAP. V. 12—19. 


Tiiat this is one of- the most difficult passages in all the New Testament, will be conceded, I 
believe, by all sober and reflecting critics. I have bestowed repeated and long-coDtinued efforts 
upon the study of it; but not with results as satisfactory to my own mind as in some other cases. 
I do not speak of my efforts as affording even a presumptive proof that I have at last attained to 
a right understanding of the passage ; but only to show that I have felt, and in some measure, 
aa I trust, rightly estimated, the difficulties attendant upon the nature of an undertaking to ex¬ 
plain it, and have not neglected any efforts within my power to overcome them. 

The main design of the passage seems, indeed, to be plain. It lies, one may say, upon the very 
face of it. It is this, viz., to impress on our minds the certainty of salvation through redeeming 
blood, and to exalt our views respecting the yreatness of the blessings which Christ has procured 
for us, by a comparison of them with the evil consequences which ensued upon the fall of our first 
ancestor, and by showing that the blessings in question not only extend to the removal of those 
evils, but even far beyond this; so that the grace of the gospel has not only abounded but super- 
abounded. These ohjects appear also to be united with the intention, to exhibit the extent to which 
the blessings in question are actually diffused or proffered. 

The intelligent and discerning reader can hardly fail to perceive the general object, as thus 
stated. But the detail is attended with difficulties; and these have been greatly augmented on 
account of the numerous theories formed by speculative minds, relative to the various topics Of* 
which the paragraph before us has been supposed to touch. 

A synopsis of what is particularly taught iu verses 12—19, may be comprised in the following 
particulars; viz., (o) Sin entered into the world [commenced] by the offence of Adam ; and death 
t. e., misery or loss of happiness, came in as the necessary result of it. In like manner death came 
upon all men, hceause that all have sinned, verse 12. 

(6) It is indeed true, that all men have been subjected to death; for that even those w ho did 
not live under the light of revelation, nor were made acquainted with any express commands of 
God, have been so, is proved from the fact, that all those who lived between Adam and Moses 
were sinners, and therefore lay under sentence of death, verses 13,14. 

(c) Adam, who was the occasion of introducing sin into the world, and of bringing sin and 
death upon all men, may bo considered as a Ti’iror of Christ, in respect to the influence which 
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he has had on others ; (but not as to the kind of influence, or as to the degree of it, for here is a 
wide diversity;) ver. 14, last clause. 

(d) That the Wild and degree of influence which Adam had on all men is not like xhat which 

Christ has on them, or that Adam when regarded ae a runot of Christ is not to bo so regarded in 
these respects, is plain, (1) Js to the kind of influence; from the fact that Adam occasioned the 
condemnation of all men, but Christ delivers mankind from condemnation, and bestows eternal 
happiness on them, ver. 16. (2) As to the deghee of influence; because the condemnation of 

which Adam was the occasion has respect only to one offence, while the pardon which Christ 
procured extends to many offences, ver. 16. Henoe (3) If death reigned over men because of one 
offence, much more shall they reign in life who through Christ receive pardon for many offences 
and a title to future blessedness, ver. 17. In other words; if evils through one offence spread so 
wide, Lliea Mootings through the pardon of many offences more than counterbalance them. 

Having thus guarded his readers against extending the idea of rvnot to points of which it can¬ 
not properly be predicated ; and having shown that the influence of Christ on the human race is 
exactly the reverse of that of Adam, in respect to its kind or nature , and also that it far sur¬ 
passes it in degree ; the apostle now comes to the consideration of the real points of similitude 
between Admn and Christ, viz., the universality or extent of influence as exerted through the act 
of one, i. e., by what one individual has done. This he states as follows. 

(e) As the consequences of Adam’s sin were extended to all men, so the consequences of Christ's 
obedience [viz. unto death] are extended to all; i. e., Jews and Gentiles may all come on an 
equal footing into the kingdom of Christ, or the blessings which the gospel proffers are in some 
respects actually bestowed on all men without exception, and in others made equally accessible 
to all men, and to all on the same terms or conditions ; vers. 10, 19. All this was accomplished 
respectively by the act of one individual. 

Such appear to be the principal contents of this contested and celebrated passage. The sequel 
will preseut many specific and particular illustrations, which cannot properly find a place in a 
general synopsis such as I have now endeavoured to give. 

It may be a matter of interest to the reader, to bo made acquainted with some other summaries 
of the doctrine contained in the passage before us, by writers of distinction who differ in theo¬ 
logical sentiment. Itoppe: " That Jesus Christ alone is the author of that divine grace by which 
we return to God, and of that eternal happiness which is connected with it. — This sentiment 
the apostle does not so much establish in the way of acute argument, as illustrate in a kind of 
popular way ; making use for this purpose of the example and similitude of Adam, who, in a 
certain sense, may be called and regarded as the sole author of sin, and of the punishments 
to be feared on account of sin : nor is any thing more to be sought for, in the whole passage, 
than a kind of slight similitude between Adam and Christ.” This is making light work of the 
whole matter. Meyer: *• The apostle Intends to show in a very lucid manner, that the beneficent 
consequences of redemption are much more widely extended than the mischief occasioned by 
Adam’s oflehce;” l’aul, Lcbrbeg. p. 37G. This seems to be correct, so far as it goes. But thus 
much is only one of the objects designed. To show the certainty of salvation and exceedingly 
to magnify the riches of gospel-grace, is also designed. Barnes: “ Wide as the evil is which was 
brought upon the human race by Adam, equally wide is the blessing of sins forgiven through 
Christ;” p. 376. This again is the part only of what the apostle has accomplished. Flatt: "[The 
object of the apostle is,] to explain the maimer of redemption, and in particular so far to explain 
it as It has been accomplished by one, i. e., Jesus Christ.” Altogether too limited a view. Rlick- 
crl in his recent commentary ; [The apostle designs] "to comprise the whole doctrine of sin and 
redemption in one grand summary.” Too general and indefinite. Tholuck’s view tbe reader 
will find above at the head of chap. v. 

It seems to he plain, that the particular object of the writer Is developed In vere. 15—17, and 20, 
21; and from those his object would appear mainly to he (as before stated,) ‘to Impress our 
minds with the certainty of salvation which is by grace, and to magnify the riches of that grace which 
Is bestowed through Jesus Christ.’ This the writer undertakes to accomplish by a comparison of 
the evils removed by Christ and the blessings bestowed, with the mischiefs occasioned by the fell 
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of our first parents. I have no doubt, moreover, that inasmuch as all men have been injured by 
the fall, so it is a merciful and proper and benevolent arrangement on the part of God, that the 
blessings procured by Christ should be bestowed on all, or at least proffered to all; and in this way. 
the fact that he is the God of the Gentiles as well as the Jews, and that salvation is and ought to bo 
accessible to the former as well as to the latter—a truth for which Paul ao often and earnestly 
contends (see iii. 29—3L iv. 1—25)—is more fully illustrated and more satisfactorily and triura 
plmntly evinced. We have then, according to this view of the matter, three objects to be accom¬ 
plished by vers. 12—21 ; viz., to display and more fully evince the certainty, the greatness, and 
the extensive nature of that salvation which Chrint wrought. In this general statement Blickert 
agrees, in his recent Commentaiy. 


(12) A tot tovto t wherefore , therefore . So it is usually translated, 
viz., as illative , and as showing that what follows is a consequence or 
deduction from what has gone before. But in what sense can this 
be here asserted ? How are the sentiments in the sequel here de¬ 
duced from that which precedes them ? 

This is a question that has greatly perplexed critics and commen¬ 
tators, Some have converted the words 5/A tovto, into amer q formula 
of transition; e . g ., Schleusner makes them so here ; and Wahl re¬ 
presents 5/A tovto as having such a sense in Matt. xiii. 52. If this 
were admissible, these words might then be rendered, moreover^ fur¬ 
ther. But such a meaning cannot be supported by reasoning which 
is strictly philological, 

Schott understands 5/A tovto, in his able Essay on Rom. v. 12— 
14 ( Opusc . vol.i. p. 318. seq, ) as indicating an occasion , in reference 
to what had already been said, of making the remarks which follow. 
But Tholuck, Reiche, Glockler, and many others, represent 5/A 
tovto here as illative; although none of them seem to me to have 
satisfactorily shown how the sequel is a deduction from what precedes. 
At least no writer with whom I am acquainted, seems to have done 
this, so as to render clear the point how these words are illative here 
in a logical sense. 

That 5/A tovto is not always employed in an illative sense, as 
Reiche and others assert, will appear from a particular examination 
of Matt. xiii. 52. Mark xii. 24. Rom. xiii. 6 ; to which other doubt¬ 
ful passages might be added. On the whole, however, a minute and 
extensive review of this subject has brought me to the eonviction, 
that 5/a tovto here is employed in a kind of illative sense, although 
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not In one which is strictjy of logical illation. I do not now view it as 
having relation in particular to ver. 11, but to what precedes this, 
and particularly to the great points brought to view and established 
from chap. ill. 28 to ver. 11, viz., the extent, the greatness, and the 
certainty of salvation by Christ. These being shown, the apostle 
now says, that he may conclude from them that what he is going to 
state is true and worthy of reception. What he does state we have 
seen to be these very points, with an illustration of them by a new 
and striking comparison which he introduces. The comparison , be¬ 
yond all doubt, is not the main object of the writer; it merely 
subserves his main design, viz., the confirmation and illustration of 
the great points already stated. 

The course of thought and the connection of it seems to me to be 
this: ‘The extent, the greatness, the certainty of salvation, I have 
now exhibited to you, therefore (S/a rovro) it is worthy of all recep¬ 
tion, or therefore it is true, that as by one man's sin / &c. Instead of 
repeating a simple deduction, the apostle makes out one accompanied 
by illustrations and remarks which serve very much to strengthen 
the impression that he intends to make. He who fully recognizes 
this last circumstance, will probably be relieved in his mind from the 
main part of the difficulty occasioned by the use of hit roZro t in this 
connection. 

On any other ground than this, or what is substantially like to 
this, I do not see how the appropriateness of dtu rouro can be made 
out. If we suppose that the main point in vers. 12—21, is to exhi¬ 
bit the relation of Adam to us, or the influence of his offence upon 
us, then it is quite impossible to make out in reality and propriety an 
illative sense of rovro here. In what part of the epistle which 
precedes , has the apostle discussed the subject of Adam’s offence or 
influence? Surely in no part. It is men’s own personal sins which he 
has thus far represented as the cause of their guilt and danger before 
God. How then must his reasoning stand, on the ground which I 
am opposing? Simply thus ; ‘ All men have brought themselves 
under the curse of the law by their sins. God is the common father 
of Jews and Gentiles, and has the same designs of pardoning mercy 
towards both, and has promised to bestow it; the death of Christ has 
assured the promised salvation ; the riches of his grace are exceed- 
ingly great and wonderful; therefore (<5/a rovro ) as Adam by one 
offence ruined all men> so Christ by his obedience has procured salva¬ 
tion for all.' That this is a fair statement of the course of thought 
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will not be denied by any; and the last particular must be admitted 
by those whom I am now opposing. But how the logical illation is 
to be made out by them, if we subjoin the last particular in its pre¬ 
sent shape is (after all that has often, and recently with great confi¬ 
dence been uttered in relation to this subject, as though it did not 
present the least difficulty,) a problem that my powers of reasoning 
are not adequate to solve. 

We must change the shape, then, of the last member of this 
series of propositions, and say : 4 therefore , i, e. } because of the argu¬ 
ments produced and reasons already given to show the extent, the 
greatness, and the certainty of salvation by Christ— therefore , it is 
true, that, &c.; or therefore we must admit, that as Adam intro¬ 
duced sin and misery into the world in such a way that they became 
universal, and certain, and abounding, so Christ has become the 
author of salvation universal, certain, and abounding, or great.’ 
The main object of course *19 the latter one, and it is for the very 
purpose of heightening the intensity of the picture given of this, 
that the antithesis and similitude of Adam’s case is introduced. 

as , of course introduces a comparison ; wc'-reg standing 
before the protasis , which seems to extend through the verse. But 
where is the apodosis ? The form of the sentence completed would 
be : v rLGrrf% x. t. x.— ourws xai x. r. x. But the latter appears to be 
here wanting. This is supplied, however, in different ways, or is 
differently constructed, by different critics. 

(a) A/a rovro [V^v xaraXXay^v eXa/3o,u£v], ucirsg bi hog x r. X. ; making 
wGKeo x. r. X. itself an apodosis instead of a protasis. So Cocceius, 
Eisner, Koppe, Cramer, Bosenmliller, Stolz, and some others. 

( b ) By inverting xal ovrug, and writing it ourojg xai x. r. X. ; and so 
making the rest of the verse which follows, to be the apodosis of the 
sentence. So Le Clerc, Wolf, Homberg, and others. 

(c) Ka) 5ia rrjg ciiLapriag x, r. X. is made the beginning of the 
apodosis by Erasmus and Beza ; w'hich of course they must translate 
thus : so also by sin , &c. 

(i d ) Calvin, Gomer, Tholuck, Schmid, and some others, find the 
apodosis in verse 14, viz., o; rvrrog rou fi'sXXovrog. 

(e) Others find it concealed in verse 15; and some make it out 
from the whole of the sequel after verse 12. 

But all these methods come short of fully and definitely exhibiting 
the contrast here, which the apostle designs to make between the 
one man (Adam) who sinned, and Christ; which contrast appears 
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fully and plainly in verses 18, 19. With the majority of interpreters, 
therefore, I hesitate not to regard verses 13—L7 as substantially a 
parenthesis (thrown in to illustrate a sentiment brought to view in 
the protasis, verse 12); and I find a full apodosis only in verses 18, 
19, where the sentiment of verse 12 i9 virtually resumed and re¬ 
peated, and where the apodosis regularly follows, after an o 15 r u x a U 
(I admit, however, that og i<sri runog rou /^tWovrog in verse 14 conveys 
a general sentiment, which may make a. kind of apodosis in the way 
of hint.) In this manner, and only in this, can I find the real 
antithesis or comparison as fully made out, which the apostle designs 
to make. This method of writing, too, where the protasis is sus 
pended for the sake of explanations thrown in, is altogether consonant 
with the usual method of the apostle Paul; corap. Rom. i. 3— 7 . ii. 
6—16. Eph. ii. 1— 5 . iii. 1—13. 1 Tim. i. 3, 4. Rom. ix. 10, seq. 
Rom. ix. 22, seq. Rom. viii. 3. Heb. iv. 6—9. v. 6—10. v. 10. vii. 
1. ix. 7—12. All that is necessary to be noted is, that the apodosis 
in verses 18, 19, is given in language that takes its hue from the 
intermediate parenthesis of verses 13—17. The simple apodosis 
independently of this would be: ouru) xai ivc; bwoitoffuvm slg xoffjnov 
e/ffrjXQe, xal £jg nuvrag avflgutnovg BtrjXds. 

Ai bhg dvfyun rou, by one man , i, e by Adam, as appears from verse 
14; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 45. The apostle cannot design that 
this should be strictly construed ; for he himself has told us, that 
“ Adam was not deceived ; but the woman , being deceived, was in 
the transgression.” (1 Tim. ii. 14. 2 Cor. xi. 3), L e., Eve first trans¬ 
gressed; which, moreover, Paul assigns as a reason why she should 
not usurp authority and have precedence in the church. In the 
like way the son of Sirach represents Eve as the first transgressor, 
xxv. 24. If now it was a principal object with the apostle here, to 
point out specifically and with exactness the first author of trans¬ 
gression, how could he omit mentioning Eve ? Or if his main design 
was to point out a corrupt nature propagated by ordinary generation, 
then why should he neglect to mention Eve along with Adam; fo L 
both parents Burely were concerned in this? In respect to these 
questions it may be remarked further, that cither the apostle, in 
making mention of Adam, trusted that his readers would spontane¬ 
ously call to mind the primitive pair, the woman being compre¬ 
hended along with the man ; or that he designed merely to compare 
the origin itself and extent of'sin and misery (without particularizing 
the manner), with the origin and extent of the deliverance from 
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them as wrought by Christ. In respect to the first of these sup¬ 
positions, the rule a potiori nomen jit seems to be applicable to the 
sentiment of it. Adam, as the constituted superior, who was first 
formed and made lord of the inferior creation: Adam, who by con¬ 
senting to the sin of his wife and participating in it made himself a 
full partaker of it; is named here from the fact of his precedence. 
It seems probable, also, that he only is named, because it is the par¬ 
ticular design of the writer to make a comparison between the second 
Adam (Christ) and the first . The congruity of the representation 
and comparison would be marred, by naming more than one author 
of sin and misery. Nor can any importance be here attached to the 
fact itself, that two were concerned in the primitive transgression: 
for “they twain were one fleshthey were one also in guilt, i. e. 9 
they were both partakers of the same criminality. The question is 
not concerning the exact manner in which the first transgression 
came to be committed (for this is not here any object of investiga¬ 
tion with Paul); but the question is: What influence had the primi¬ 
tive sin, in which Adam was the most conspicuous, responsible, and 
important actor, on the race of men, as to introducing and occasion¬ 
ing sin and misery? 

It may also be remarked, that had Adam refused to unite with his 
wife in her transgression, the consequences must inevitably have been 
altogether different from what they have now been. His act, then, 
completed the mischief which was begun by Eve ; and so the apostle 
names him’here as the cause of all the evils which followed. This, 
however, does not prove that he considered Eve as less blameworthy 
than Adam, or more inexcusable; for 1 Tim. ii. 14 is directly opposed 
to such a notion : but it results, I apprehend, merely from a desire of 
congruity in respect to the comparison which he is to make, i. e ., the 
congruity of comparing one person with one , one man (j. e ., the first 
Adam) with one man (i. e ., the second Adam). How would it strike 
readers, if Eve had been here substituted for Adam? And this sug¬ 
gestion leads, at once, to a perception of what congruity demands in 
the case before us. 

As to diu in this phrase, it designates here, as often elsewhere, the 
causa principalis , not thcmcre secondary, instrumental, or occasional 
cause. In the Sept, and New Test., such a usage is beyond all doubt 
a frequent one, as any good lexicon will show. 

4 ij a/Lagria, sin . The sin would mean, in English, something dif¬ 
ferent from what the Greek here means, although the article is pre- 
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fixed to the word. Whenever any thing is named which is generic 
in its nature, but unique or single in its kind, the Greeks usually 
prefix the article to it; e. g6 (piXoaopog, t\ dgerij, jj a\qdna t rb dyaOcv, 
% htxanurjvr\ y &c. In such cases, j? dtxaioovvr} (for example) as an entire 
genus , is unique , L e. y it differs from all other qualities of moral be¬ 
ings; and so it has the article prefixed in order to denote this. But 
still, hxaioabvn may at another time be regarded by the mind as a 
genus comprehending several subordinate species y such as commuta¬ 
tive justice, penal justice, integrity, &c. ; in which case the article 
would naturally be omitted. Agreeably to these principles, r\ d/Magria, 
here appears with the article, because it appears in its simple generic 
nature, i. <?., as single or monadic. That it is generic here, t. e., that 
it comprehends both sinful actions and affections, seems to be clear 
from the nature of the case, and from what follows. If Adam was 
created so as to be upright, and was purely holy until his fall, then 
sin commenced with his fall : sin of any kind ; sin either in affection 
or action. That such a generic meaning must here be given to n 
uuaoTia, is evident, from the simple fact, that Adam’s desire of the 
forbidden fruit inordinately indulged, was a sin of the affections , and 
his actually eating it was a sin of external action. 

Bretschneider remarks (Dogmatik. II. 48, edit. 3), that the article 
is used before dfia^ria in the verse before us, because it designates 
vitiositas , but not peccata actualia. But surely the sequel here will 
not justify his remark; for the i] dfia^ria of Adam is called (verse 14) 
his ‘Tra^dCaff/g; in verses 15, 17, and 18, his 'Tra^d^r u/ia; in verse 19, 
his xa^axori ; all of which implies peccatum actuate , viz., the unlawful 
desiring and eating of the forbidden fruit. 

The simple scriptural idea of d/ictgri a is dvofiiu, i. e. y lawlessness, 
violation of law. To miss the mark , to err , to fail y is the primitive 
meaning of dfiOL^rdm ; and dfia^ria. always has reference to some rule 
or law which i3 violated by it; as the apostolic definition of it by 
uvofitu clearly shows. At all events nothing but sin as an act can be 
here designated ; for Adam’s sin was such. He had no previous 
vitiositas ; and if vitiositas were here meant by u/zagrla, the assertion 
could not be true : for if vitiositas had been a part of the original 
constitution of man, Adam surely could not have been the author of 
this. The meaning must be, as afterwards asserted, that sin com¬ 
menced with Adam’s no^d£a6i$ or Tragacrrwua or rragaxc'/i, neither of 
which is vitiositas but vitium . 

E ig rbv x6auov, into the world f i. e., among men, into the world of 
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human beings ; comp. Matt. xxvi. 13. 2 Pet. ii. 5. iii. 6. Matt. xiii, 
38. John i. 10. iii. 16, 17. xvi. 33. 2 Cor. i. 12. Comp, also egyetrtla/ 
tig rbv xm/lov, John vi. 14, ix. 39. xi. 27. xii. 46. Heb. x. 5. 2 John ii. 7. 
That the right explanation of xotr/iog is given above, is confirmed by 
verse 18, where tig ndvrag dv^d'Trovg is a substitute for it, and one of 
equivalent report. 

entered into , invaded . The first entrance or the com¬ 
mencement of sin is here designated; as is plain from the sequel, 
where birikOt is used to designate the further and universal progress 
of sin. Compare Wisd. ii. 24, <pdovu) d/a/3o'Xou 3 dvarog ttdr^Xdtv tig 
Tbv xoGfLOV" xiv. 14, xevobo^/a ydg dvOguxrwv \jiduXo\argti> a] i itfjj/^Oe v tig rov 
xo a/Mov. 

Ka I did Trig d/iagrlag, and by sin , t. e ., through the instrumentality 
of sin; or rather, by reason of sin, in consequence of sin, on account 
of sin ; bid being usually employed in this sense, when put before the 
Genitive. 

QdvdTog, death. But what death ? That of the body, or of the 
soul, or of both ? In other words : Is temporal evil only here meant, 
or eternal , or both ? 

The answer must be sought for, first of all, in the usus loquendi of 
the author himself. In the context we have his own explanation of 
S dvarog . In ver. 15, death , (aerstfavoy) stands opposed to 7 
xal t\ Scuged tv %a£/r/. In ver. 17, it stands opposed to r r,v 'regicse/av ry\g 
ydgirog xal T^g bwgedc rr.g bixuiocvurtg. In ver. 21, it stands opposed to 
aidviov. In chap. vi. 23, ^dvureg is directly contrasted with 
uiwv/og. That Sdvarog, then, by the usus loquendi of Paul, does 
sometimes mean a death which is the opposite of eternal life or happi¬ 
ness, is here made certain. 

In the like sense, i. e ., as used to designate the penalty of sin , the 
reader may find S dvarog in other writings of Paul; viz. in Rom. i. 32. 
vi. 21. vi. 16. vii. 5. vii. 10. vii. 13. vii. 24. viii. 2. viii. 6. 2 Cor. ii. 
16. vii. 10. 2 Tim. i. 10. Heb. ii. 14. Nor is this peculiar to Paul 
alone, for it agrees with that of other sacred writers in the New 
Testament; e. g John viii. 51. v. 24. James i. 15. 1 John iii. 14. 
Rev. ii. 11. xx, 6. xx. 14. 

In like manner we find the word death to be used in the Old Tes¬ 
tament ; e. g.j Deut. xxx. 15. Jer. xxi. 8 (comp. Sirach xv. 7). Prov. 
v. 5. viii. 36. xi. 19. xii. 28. Ezek. xxxiii. 11. And in the same 
way the verb to die is employed; e. g. } by Paul, Rom. viii. 13 ; by 
John vi. 50. xi. 26. viii. 21. So in the Old Testament; c. g. } Ezek. 
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xviii. 4. xviii. 20. xviii. 17. xviii. 21. xviii. 24. xviii. 28. xviii. 32. 
lVov. xv. 10. Ezek. xxxiii. 8. xxxiii. 11. xxxiii. 14. xxxiii. 15. Prov. 
xxxiii. 13. Must not this be the sense, also, in Gen. ii. 17. iii. 3, 4? 

If any one now will carefully investigate all these examples, he 
will find that in many cases it is quite impossible to limit the words 
death , die , so as to make them signify no more than the dissolution 
of the body, or temporal death. E. a. John viii. 51, 4 If any man 
shall keep my saying, he shall never see death 9 John v. 24, < He 
that hcareth my words ... is passed from death unto life' John xi. 
2G, i Whosoever . . . believeth in me, shall never die. 9 Ezek. xviii. 
28, i He . . . that tumeth away from his transgressions . . . shall 
surely live, he shall not die f and to the same effect, in many of the 
other passages quoted. The biblical usage is very definitely and 
specifically set forth in Deut. xxx. 5; 1 See, I have set before thee 
this day, LIFE and good, and death and evil.’ No better expla¬ 
nation can be given. Life is the image of all good, and therefore 
is employed to express it; death is the consummation of all evil, and 
so it is used as a strong expression in order to designate every kind 
of evil, whether temporal or eternal. 

That the usus loquendi y then, permits Sdmrog to be construed as 
designating the penalty of sin , yea the whole penalty, there can be 
no good ground to doubt. The only question now is : Whether 
Sa varog is employed in this sense in the passage before us 7 

The antithesis in verses 15, 17, 21, and vi. 23, as produced above, 
would seem to go far toward a final settlement of this question. 
Indeed, there is no philological escape from the conclusion, that death 
in the sense of penalty for sin , must be regarded as the meaning of 
the writer here. 

Is there any thing now in the nature of the case } which goes to 
show that death should here have a limited meaning given to it, or 
(in other words) that it should be construed as meaning only the 
death of the body ? 

What then is the nature of the case ? It is this, viz., that as con¬ 
demnation [xaraxgi/ia] came upon all men by the offence of one 
man (Adam), so by the obedience of one (Christ), all men have 
access to dixaiwaig ttg fyrjv, verse 18. Now as is here plainly the 
antithesis of Sdvaro; [ xarax^ao], we have only to inquire what must 
be the meaning of in order to obtain that of Scbarog. But In 
respect to this there can be no doubt. Zurj means the blessings or 
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happiness procured by a Saviour’s death, i. e., it designates all the 
holiness and happiness which this introduces. But certainly these 
blessings are not limited to the resurrection of the body, I do not 
deny that such a resurrection is a blessing to the righteous (for so 
the apostle plainly considers it in 1 Cor. xv). I would rather say 
however, that the resurrection is something preparatory to the be- 
stowment of blessings. But it must be remembered, that the wicked 
will be raised from the dead as truly as the righteous; yet surely no 
one will count this a blessing to them. It is only a preparation for 
augmented misery. 

It cannot be, then, that the simple resurrection from the dead, in 
itself considered, should be called dix&lwff/g and therefore a state 
of temporal death is not a direct and full antithesis to life, i. e., in 
the sense given to this word by the apostle, temporal death is not 
principally the evil from which it is the main object of Christ to 
deliver us ; for resurrection from this is a good or an evil, just as the 
case may be in regard to the moral character of him who is the sub¬ 
ject of such resurrection. 

Does Christ then deliver from the suffering itself of temporal death? 
A formal answer to this is unnecessary, since all men without dis¬ 
tinction, are mortal and die. One thing, however, should be said 
in reference to this; which is, that ( the sting of death * is taken 
away as to believers, through the hopes inspired by a Saviour’s blood; 
and that in this way the evil is greatly mitigated in respect to those 
who have true hope in Christ. 

Once more; the penalty of all sin is evil, i. e., evil as to both body 
and soul. i( The soul that sinneth shall die.” Evil to the body those 
of course will admit, who hold that temporal death is here meant. 
Evil to the soul they must also admit; for how is it possible that any 
one should sin, without defiling, polluting, and rendering unhappy 
the soul? The primary elements of the moral universe must be 
changed, before this can take place. It is impossible in the case of 
Adam, or in any other case, that sin should be committed without 
injury to the souL It would follow with certainty, then, that if 
Adam’s first sin was a real sin, and a fortiori if it was one of the 
greatest of all sins (as we surely have much reason to conclude 
when we consider its consequences), then death in its extensive sense 
must have been the penalty attached to it. What reason can be 
given, why other sins less than bis are punishable with death in the 
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enlarged sense of this word, and yet that the sin of Adam was not 
punishable in the like way ? Was he not even the more culpable, 
who fell from a state of entire holiness ? 

Finally, the apostle, when he comes to point out the dissimilitude 
between Adam’s offence and its consequences, and the obedience of 
Christ and its consequences (as he does in verses 15—17), opposes 
the xaraxgijua occasioned by Adam to the <3/xa/w/xa effected by Christ, 
Terse 16; and the Sdvurog introduced by the former, to the /3a tr/Xeue/v 
fv accomplished by the latter, verse 17. Now as <3/xa/w/xa is not, 
in its more important sense, a deliverance from temporal death mere¬ 
ly, nor the reigning in life merely a deliverance from mortality; so 
temporal death cannot with any good appearance of reason, be under¬ 
stood here as the only and essential meaning of ^ebaro;. That ^dmrog 
includes this among other evils, I would not by any means be under¬ 
stood to deny; for 1 Cor. xv. 22 shows, that Paul clearly held the 
death of the body to have been introduced by Adam. But that this 
was the prominent evil in his mind, so much so as to be here 
named as the principal thing which constituted the penalty threat¬ 
ened to our first parents, is, I trust, rendered sufficiently improbable 
by the considerations above stated. See Excursus III. for further 
remarks. 

Ka; o vrcog, and thus , and so, or and in like manner. An important 
inquiry may be here raised, viz., Does the apostle mean to say: 
i In consequence of sin’s entering the world and death by sin, through 
the transgression of Adam—as the natural and necessary, or at least 
as the established consequence of this—sin and death came upon all 
other men;’ in other words, does he mean to say, that ‘ the coming 
of sin and death upon all other men, was occasioned by Adam’s 
committing sin and incurring death ? Or does he mean thus: 1 As 
it was with Adam, when he sinned and death came upon him in 
consequence of it, so it is with all other men, i. e., they sin and death 
in like manner comes upon them ?’ 

The former meaning implies a special connection between Adam 
and his posterity, and a special influence of his crime and condemna¬ 
tion upon their sin and condemnation; the latter contains no such 
implication, but merely avers, that all who sin, whether Adam or his 
posterity, fall under sentence of condemnation. The word oiWwg is 
capable of either interpretation; as it means cither hoc modo , hac 
ratione , or similiter , simili modo . Which of these is the sense that 
the writer here means to express, we shall be better enabled to in- 

o 
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quire into, when we have gone through with the remaining words of 
the verse. 

>Ef $ nuvTtg q/Aagrov, BECAUSE THAT all have sinned. Another 
method of rendering this has often been urged, viz., IN whom all 
have sinned. So the Vulgate; and so, in conformity to this, Augus¬ 
tine, Beza, Calixtus, E. Schmidt, Calovius, Quenstcdt, Raphel, et 
alii. But the objections to translating if w by in quo , in whom , are 
weighty; for, (1) If c5 be made a masc. relative pronoun here, there 
is no antecedent for it within any probable limits. lies 

too far back; and S dvarog as an antecedent, would make no tolerable 
sense; for what meaning could be conveyed, by saying, i in which 
death all have sinned?’ (2) ’E <Z (if does not, by Greek usage, 
mean in whom: tv <Z would of course be the proper expression for 
this. So Thomas Magister and Phavorinus: if u>, dvri roZ b t 6 r t. 
Comp. 2 Cor. v. 4, If $ ou 'SeXojuev, because we will not. (3) The 
assertion if <zdvrsg q/Aagrov, is dwelt upon and explained in verses 
13, 14; and in these verses, men’s own personal sins appear to be 
spoken of (as we shall hereafter see), not those of another which are 
laid to their charge; and if this explanation be admitted, then if f 
cannot here mean in whom. (4) If if w could be properly taken as 
equivalent to iv c 5 (and so much is true, viz., that i-t and iv are beyond 
all doubt frequently commuted as to sense in some cases that occur 
in the New Testament), yet the whole phrase, viz., djLj.tr dvuv i-i r/w, 
meaning to sin in some one or by one , is, so far as I know, without 
any example to support it. How can it then be here adopted, 
against the usual idiom of the Greek language, and against another 
and preferable sense ? If the apostle had designed to express such 
an unusual idea, would he not of course have shunned all ambiguity 
of phraseology, and made the form of his expression so definite that 
no doubt could remain ? As it is, we must follow the usual laws oi 
interpretation ; and there can be no doubt that w F e are authorized 
by these to translate if f because , for that) &c. Thus in the ex¬ 
amples adduced by Phavorinus: if w rr,v xXo-tj^ ieydeu, BECAUSE 
thou hast committed theft; if dig [plur.] rbv vo/zov oZ rr,os?g, BECAUSE 
thou dost not obey the law . So in the example of Thomas Magister. 
sf u> Tuvabiov eyga<psp, BECAUSE he has given a sketch of Gennadius . 
So Marcus Aurelius says: if oTg o®are jab faaxBtjAsvov, BECAUSE ye see 
me determined , in Herod. 1. 4. Theophilus (ad Autol. 2) says: if 
oix "icyyei S avardcai avrovg, BECAUSE he could not kill them; Plutarch 
(de Pyth.extr.) if ofg iytvojzriv .... ^odv/zog, BECAUSE I ivas ready , 
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In fact, if f is a well known elliptical phrase, employed in the same 
sense as iv rovry or/, or our English in that , because . And in this 
rendering agree Theodoret, Photius, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, Pet. Martyr, our Eng. Version, Gerhard, Piscator, Paraeus, 
Buddseus, Raphel, Wetstein, Carpzov, Koppe, Flatt, Schott, Vata- 
blus, Schmid, Steudel, Tholuck, Iiiickert, Reiche, and many others. 
If the apostle had meant here to say in whom , i. e. } to communicate 
the idea which would seem to be conveyed by this, how could he 
avoid saying: 4 Death has come upon all men, on iv aurp i. e., [in 
the one man] all have sinned?’ 

Other translations of If f have also been defended; per eum 
(Grotius); propter quern (Eisner) ; secundum quern (Photius, CEcu- 
menius, Bretsch.); cum quo (Cocceius); but it is enough to say of 
these, that if Paul had meant to express such a sense, we can hardly 
suppose that he would not have employed dtd y or ovv, or <uera, or xura, 
instead of using ixi Even post quern has been proposed as a version 
of ip f i. e. y after whom . But what would be the sense of Paul’s 
saving, that Adam’s posterity sinned after he did? Did his readers 
need to be told this ? 

One other explanation deserves notice, inasmuch as it is patron¬ 
ized by Ilombcrg, Vcnema, Schmid, Glbcklcr, and some others, and 
has more the appearance of probability and of usus loquendi in its 
favour. This is, if w UNTO which , viz., unto which death or punish¬ 
ment; thus making ter/ to mark the end or consequence to which 
Binning came. In the classics we find voastit IkI ^avarw, to be sick 
Unto death (iElian), and <35jcra/ M ^avuruj, to bind UNTO death 
(Herod.), and other like phrases. But after all, a conclusive objec¬ 
tion against this interpretation is, that the apostle has just said the 
very tiling that this interpretation makes him to say over again, and 
said it more strongly. Besides to understand the apostle here as 
saving that all have sinned unto death , would seem to imply? that 
they might have sinned to a certain extent without incurring such a 
penalty. Different from this is the case where another apostle says, 
“ there is a sin unto death;” for he is there discussing the subject 
of an unpardonable sin. 

Finally: to render if on account of which, for the sake of 
which, would be little short of nonsense : for how could the apostle 
say, that all men sinned for the sake of bringing death upon them¬ 
selves ? 

When Origen, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, and some other 
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fathers, adopt the sense of in quo , this appears to be the result of 
their theology rather than of their philology. Augustine has given 
us the explanation of his views: “ Fucrunt enim omnes ratione se- 
minis in lumbis Adam quando damnatus est: et ideo sine illis dam- 
natus non est: quemadmodum fuerunt Israelite in lumbis Abrahae, 
quando decimatus est,” [Heb.VII. 9, 10] ; contra Jul. Pelag. V. 12. 
And again: “In Adam omnes tunc peceaverunt, quando in ejus na- 
tura, ilia insitd vi qua eos gignere poterat, adhuc omnes ille unus 
fuerunt ,” De pecc. Merit, et Rem. III. 7. The same unity with 
Adam has Pres. Edwards laboured to establish in Part IV. chapter 
3 of his work on Original sin; where he has argued, that the iden¬ 
tity of one and the same individual is merely an effect of “arbitrary 
divine constitutionand that the unity of each individual of the 
human race with Adam their common ancestor may as well be as¬ 
serted, as the unity of any individual with himself at different points 
of time; unity in both cases being merely a matter of “ sovereign 
and arbitrary appointment.” The schoolmen have speculated ad 
nauseam on this subject. 

Tlavrsg all have sinned . But how ? In their own proper 

persons ? Or in Adam ? Or is it merely the meaning of f h acesrov 
lierr, that all men are treated as sinners ? 

This last opinion Storr maintains; and he appeals to Gen. xliv. 
32, then I will bear the blame , i. e ., I will be treated as a sinner, 

as he construes it. But the meaning is, ‘I will consent to be regarded 
as a sinner by my father.’ lie also refers to Job ix. 29, ViTJK DN; 
which however does not support the appeal. Grotius also appeals 
to Gen. xxxi. 27, and Job vi. 24 (?) for the like purpose; but with¬ 
out ground. And although, if an exigency of the passage demanded 
it, fifLagTov might be rendered, are treated as sinners (comp. 1 K. i. 21, 
where, however, the meaning is £ I and my son shall be sinners in 
the view of the reigning prince’J; yet no such exigency occurs here, 
as vers. 13, 14, show; for in these (which are plainly built upon 
the latter part of verse 12), the writer labours to show that men are 
themselves actual sinners ; as we shall see in the sequel. Besides, 
it is a good rule of interpretation, never to depart from the usual 
sense of words unless there is an imperious reason for it; and usu- 
, ally afLu^ravu does not mean, to be treated as a sinner. It is surely a 
doubtful case, whether it ever has this meaning. 

There remain, then, only the other two methods of construing 
7\tta%T0V) which are adverted to in the first and second questions 
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above. But the second method, viz., that all men have sinned in 
Adam, cannot be adopted here, because it is founded merely in the 
mode of expression, i, e., in the phrase Ip* <£. The reasons for reject¬ 
ing this opinion have already been stated above. It can be admitted 
only in case - of philological necessity, which does not occur here. 
There remains, therefore, only the first plain and simple method of 
interpretation, viz., all men have sinned in their own persons; all 
men have themselves incurred the guilt of sin, and so subjected 
themselves to its penalty ; or at least, all men are themselves sin¬ 
ners, and so are liable to death. 

The word %/iagrov which the apostle here employs, is not fairly 
susceptible of a different interpretation. It contains in itself an 
active sense throughout; and must therefore imply sin in an active 
sense. Accordingl} 7 , the word anagram has neither passive nor 
middle voice; which is a striking evidence that the word is, from its 
very nature, susceptible of onl) r an active sense. Besides, in the case 
before us the Aorist is employed ; which, as Riickert and Reichc 
have well observed, designates what was matter of fact, not mere 
state or condition. The connection strongly impresses the same idea. 
The sin of Adam, mentioned in the first clause of the verse, was one 
of fact, deed, action, not of state or condition; and the implication is, 
that the rtavrtg have sinned as he did, although not against the same 
law, or precept, ver. 14. Moreover, the assertion of universal sin¬ 
fulness has an evident reference to the apostle’s previous declaration 
and conclusion, in iii, 19—23. All his proof tin chaps, i.—iii. of 
universal sin, consists in appeal to facts, i. e ., to sins actually com¬ 
mitted. 

I am aware that a different sense has been given to rrdvng H/ttagTov 
here, by some of the most respectable commentators. They regard 
it as meaning that all have sinned in Adam, or at least, that through 
him they have become sinners; and they appeal to vers. 17—19 in 
support of this sentiment. And it must be confessed, that there is 
no more ground for objection to the sentiment which the expression 
thus construed would convey, than there is to the sentiment in vers. 
17—19. It is not on this ground, that I hesitate to receive this in¬ 
terpretation. It is because there are philological difficulties involved 
in such an exegesis, which I see no way of satisfactorily removing. 
Vers. 13 and 14 seem plainly to recognise such sin as that of which 
men arc personally and actually guilty; yea a sin different in some 
important respects from that of Adam’s first transgression, . . . . **1 
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ro Off /iJl afiagrrjffavraz t-T/ r£) o/ioiuj/xart rrjs craflajSafffajg ’A^a/A. This ifl ft 
sin moreover, on account of which “ death reigned over them.** 
But if this sin were the very sin of Adam imputed to them, and not 
their own actual siu ; if it were merely his sin propagated to them 
(as the usual sentiment respecting original sin is); then how could 
it be that death came upon them, although they had not sinned after 
the likeness of Adam’s transgression? So far from this must it be, 
that Adam’s sin is their very sin, and the very ground here alleged 
by the apostle why death reigns over them. 

This consideration, united with the principle that the ordinary 
meaning of factorov should be received, unless there is a solid reason 
for departing from it ; and all this added to the consideration that 
verses 13, 14 are clearly epexegetical of the latter part of vers. 12; 
seem to make it unavoidable that rrdvrsg r t ju,asrov should be here con- 
stvued, all have sinned in their own persons or actually. 

I know, indeed, that such distinguished men as Calvin, Edwards, 
Flatt, Tholuck, and others, explain the phrase-in question by refer¬ 
ring to ver. 19 ; and some of them allege as a ground of this, that the 
design of the apostle requires us so to understand cr dnrs$ ^aasrov here, 
because he is evidently intent upon representing the evils which 
Adam occasioned. But because ver. 19 asserts an influence of Adam 
upon the sinfulness of men, it does not follow that the same senti¬ 
ment must therefore be of course affirmed in ver. 12 ; certainly not 
that it should be directly asserted in the same manner. It appears 
quite probable, I readily concede, that Paul, in making the declara¬ 
tions contained in ver. 12, had in his own mind a view of the con¬ 
nection between the first offence of Adam and the sinfulness of his 
posterity. It seems to me quite probable, indeed, that xaJ o utcu; 
implies this; which (with Erasmus, Tholuck, and others) we might 
construe, et ita factum est, i. e., and so it happened y or and thus it 
was brought about , viz., brought about that all men became sinners, 
and thus fell under sentence of death; in other words, Adam’s offence 
was the occasion of, or brought, sin and condemnation upon all men- 
I readily concede that there is no good reason to deny that Paul did 
entertain the idea, when he made the declarations in ver. 12, that 
the fact of all men’s becoming sinners and being subjected to the 
dominion of death, was connected with the first transgression of Adam 
(comp, verses 17—Iff); yet that the apostle has asserted this senti¬ 
ment explicitly and directly in ver. 12, cannot, I think, be made out 
from the language by any just rules of interpretation. Nay, for 
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reasons already given, and yet to be stated, I cannot but regard the 
case as quite clear, that no more is here explicitly and directly 
asserted, than that all men are themselves actual sinners, and there¬ 
fore come under condemnation. Butin the preceding a/tagr/a t'ov 
xofffiov e iaijXde, and in the xal ourws .... S^X0e t I think we may 
without any forced construction, nay that we must, discover an indi- 
rect intimation of what is directly asserted inverses 17—19, viz., 
that the first offence of Adam was connected with the sin and misery 
of his posterity , and in some sense or other causal of it. At the out¬ 
set, then, Paul may have had this sentiment in his mind; yet in 
ver. 12 lie seems to intimate it only in the expressions just cited. 
Construed in this way, the sense of the verse would be as follows: 
‘By means of Adam’s first offence sin and death invaded the world 
of mankind; and having thus invaded it, they have been marching 
through it (&ijX()£) and carrying on their conquests ever since ; all 
men have become sinners, all have come under condemnation.’ 

While the clause before us, then, asserts the fact that all have 
become sinners and have therefore come under condemnation, it may 
be regarded as intimating, by implication, that the whole of what has 
come upon men stands connected with the introduction by Adam of 
sin and death into the world. I cannot, therefore, agree with those 
commentators, who find in our verse no intimation of such a connec¬ 
tion of all men with Adam ; less still can I assent to those, w ho find 
in it no charge at all upon Adam’s posterity of actual sin in propria, 
persona. 

The objection made by Flatt against construing the clause before 
us as having respect to actual sin, seems to be destitute of any good 
ground of support. ‘ In this way,’ says he, ‘ infants must be in¬ 
cluded among actual sinners ; w hich is not true.’ But how can any 
more difficulty arise from saying that all are sinners here, than from 
the apostle’s saying the very same thing so often in the previous part 
of his epistle, e . < 7 ., iii. 9—18, 19, 23 ? Of course the writer of such 
declarations must be understood (if he means to designate actual 
sinners in the passage just adverted to, as it is agreed that he does), 
to designate such as are capable of being so ; just as w hen it is said; 
u He that bclieveth not shall be damned,” we understand the Saviour 
to speak of such as are capable of belief or unbelief. There is surely 
no more difficulty in the one case than in the other. That the apostle 
had his eye on the caBe of infants, in particular, any where in this 
whole paragraph, may be justly regarded as doubtful; particularly 
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must we doubt this, when we bring Rom. ix. 11 into the account, 
which surely implies a state of infants quite different from that which 
the charge in Rom. v. 17—19 would imply, in case we suppose them 
to be purposely included in this charge. 

In truth, I do not see on what ground the reasoning here can be 
supposed to embrace infants and idiots , without assuming a principle 
that almost every one disclaims with a kind of horror in other cases 
of a like nature. Take the case above presented with several others; 
viz., u He that believeth not, shall be damned; Except ye repent, ye 
shall all perish ; Without faith it is impossible to please God ; He 
that cometh to God must believe that he is, and that he is the re¬ 
warder of those who diligently seek him ; Make to yourselves a new 
heart, for why will you die.” To these might be added almost an 
unlimited number of like cases. Now in what sense do infants and 
idiots ever understand and obey these and the like commands and 
principles? This question, one might properly insist, should be 
answered by those who strongly assert that infants were designedly 
included by the apostle here. Are we not, on every rational ground 
of interpretation, just as much entitled to say, that the Saviour pur¬ 
posely consigns over to damnation all infants because they do not and 
cannot believe ? To believe what we do not understand, is out of the 
question; and that infants and idiots should understand the gospel 
method of salvation, is equally so. By general consent, then, we 
omit to include infants and idiots in the threatening, “ He that be¬ 
lieveth not shall be damned.” We suppose this is applicable to those 
only, who are physiologically and psychologically capable of under¬ 
standing and believing. 

Let us be consistent. When the apostle speaks of those who have 
sinned and come under the penalty of death, he must mean those who 
were capable of sin in the actual sense ; t. e., he must mean so, if the 
word fyiagrov characterises such. And that it does, has, as it seems 
to me, been already shown above. But to suppose all this, does not 
involve the idea, that the apostle means to disclaim any participation 
by infants and idiots in any of the evils brought on Adam’s posterity 
by his fall. By no means. It no more involves this, than the asser¬ 
tion, that “without faith it is impossible to please God,” involves 
the idea that no infants or idiots can ever find favour in his sight. 
It is facts , it is the real state of things, it is these compared with 
the explicit declarations respecting infants that are made in the 
Scriptures, which are to be our guide in the formation of opinions 
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relative to their condition. How can we with propriety elicit from 
the text of the apostle then, a decision respecting a case that he 
evidently had not in view ? 

Again ; should it be objected, that the parallel between the effects 
of Adam’s sin and the grace of Christ would lose its meaning, in case 
we suppose that men’s own actual sins are designated in the passage 
before us; my answer would be, that this is by no means the case, 
if Adam be regarded as the original cause of introducing sin into the 
world, and his offence as in some way the cause or occasion of all 
the offences that followed. Indeed this is the only ground on which 
a true parallelism can be maintained. Does the grace of Christ save 
any sinner who does not repent and believe ? Surely not. Then of 
course the grace of Christ is not the only thing requisite to the sal¬ 
vation of sinners. There must be some act of their own , as well as 
the provisions which grace has made, in order that they should be 
saved. Turn now the tables and look at the counterpart. Must 
there not be something on the part of the sinner himself, as well as 
on the part of Adam, to complete his full and final destruction? 
Must there not be a true and real tfams riftagrov? This argument, 
then, although so often and so strenuously urged, would seem to be 
a kind of felo de se. The very nature of the parallelism before us 
would seem to demand a different conclusion, and in some respects 
one opposite to that which is often drawn. 

Once more; the evils occasioned by Adam surely are not, as many 
suppose, limited by the apostle, and by the nature of the case are not 
to be limited, to that part only of suffering which comes upon our 
race by reason of original sin (as it is called), whatever this sin may 
be. Verse 14 speaks of c death as reigning over those who had not 
sinned after the similitude of Adam's transgression; and of course it 
speaks of a sin committed by Adam’s posterity, different from that of 
Adam; and verse 16 speaks of the many offences which the free gift 
of Christ takes away or causes to be pardoned, in distinction from the 
one offence only of Adam’s that is concerned with our sin and con¬ 
demnation. It follows of course, and we are thus assured, that the 
apostle does not limit himself to the one offence of Adam and its con¬ 
sequences in the alleged way of imputation , when he exhibits the 
contrast between Adam and Christ. Why should he do so ? If 
actual sin in any way proceeds from, is connected with, or is occa¬ 
sioned by, the sin of Adam ; then does it follow, that actual sin 
should enter into the contrast presented by the apostle, between the 
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sin and misery occasioned by the first Adam, and the justification 
and happiness introduced by the second. 

On the whole, then, there seems to be no valid reason why w^e may 
not construe -x dvrtg tklolqtqv, as I have done above. 

Let us now return to the xai ouroig, the interpretation of which 
was left unfinished. Does it mean : “ And in like manner with Adam 
did his posterity sin, and like him come under sentence of death f 
Or is this the meaning: ‘As death followed sin in the case of Adam, 
so did it in the case of his posterity?’ Or does the apostle intend to 
say, ‘ Since Adam introduced sin and misery into the world, his sin 
has been imputed to all his posterity, and all of them have been sub¬ 
jected to death thereby?’ Not the first; because ver. 14 tells us that 
death came on many of Adam’s j ostcrity, who had NOT sinned in 
the manner that he did, i. e, f against a revealed and express law. 
Not the third; for the reasons already given above, reasons why 
w'e must accede to the idea, that ^ravrsj ripagrov here means actual sin 
in propria, persona. Shall we conclude then, that the meaning of 
xal oil rug must be substantially -what is implied in the second of the 
above questions, viz., ‘ As sin entered the world, and death was in¬ 
separably connected with it, so death has passed through the world, 
and come upon all men, because it w r as inseparably connected with 
the sin which all men have committed?’ Even this statement does 
not appear to me to convey the whole truth. The whole verse seems 
to contain an intimation, as has already been stated above, that both 
the sins of men and their condemnation stand connected, in some 
way or other, with the first offence by Adam. Ka/ oirug then must 
mean : ( And the matter being thus,’ or 4 circumstances being such,’ 
viz., Adam having thus introduced sin and death, i it passed on 
through all his race,’ L e ., all have sinned, and all have come under 
condemnation in these circumstances. If we look at verses 18,19, 
we shall surely find that the introduction of sin and death was con 
sidered by Paul as having some important connection with the diffu¬ 
sion of them in after ages. Ka/ oZtux; then may mean here, ct hac 
conditioner et ita factum estj et rebus sic constitutis* 
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CHAP. V. 13, 14. 


The apostle having thus declared that sin and death were introduced Into the world by one 
man, and had become universal, in order to complete the comparison which he designs, and 
which is intimated by wanep at the beginning of ver. 12, he would have naturally tilled out the 
sentence by adding, at the end of this verse, *ai Ai' uvOpunou n «ir to* kov^ov [eir 

trdvTar u^pdiTroirr] eiffJjAtk, comp. vers. 17, 18. But he suspends his apodosis here, for the sake of 
elucidating and confirming what he had already said. This confirmation is made by the verses 
now under consideration; ns the 7 ^p confrmantis with which they are introduced, very clearly 
shows. What has he said ? That alt have sinned, and that all are under sentence of death. 
How is this elucidated and confirmed ? By taking a case in respect to which one might be dis¬ 
posed to think that it would be difficult to prove tlmt men are sinners, since the apostle himself 
had already explicitly declared it to be the law which occasions punishment: for where there is 
7io law, there is no transgression, iv. 15. To meet this dilflculty, which might easily arise, he avers 
that men were sinners ((Vap-ria il* Iv Koafj.u>) before the giving of the Mosaic law; although they 
are not themselves prone to acknowledge their guilt in such circumstances, or they make but 
little account of it. Yet It is a fact that they were sinners, and that death therefore prevailed 
over them all, even all who had not sinned ugainst revealed law as Adam did. 

Such I tuke to be the conjh'mation of what was asserted at the close of ver. 12. To explain 
and establish this exegesis, is of course the next object of attention. 

"A^g/ v6/j,ou until the law; i. e ., the law of Moses, as ver, 14 
plainly leads us to construe it. Some commentators (Origen, Chry¬ 
sostom, Erasmus, Coppe, and others) construe axV vo / xotl n °t as 
designating the commencement of the Mosaic economy, but as extend¬ 
ing through the whole period of it. In defence of such an interpre¬ 
tation, we are referred to u-xV Acts in. 21, and its synonyme tug 
civ in Acts ii. 35. Gen. xxviii. 15, &c. That these words are some¬ 
times employed in such a manner as not to indicate a cessation of any 
thing that is, or is done, at the time which is mentioned in connection 
with or tug t is true. In other words, the terminus ad quem does 
not limit the thing affirmed universally; it only expresses a limit for 
a certain purpose. For example : in Acts iii. 21 it is said, that 1 the 
heavens must receive Jesus xZ° VCtJV oc^oxaradTadtosg Travraiv, until the 
restoration of all things ; by which is not meant, that he is no longer 
to dwell in heaven, but that he will certainly dwell there until the 
time specified. In like manner a%g/, it is said, may here admit the 
whole time of the Mosaic law to be included. 
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But whatever may be true in regard to the possible meaning of 
ay^i in some cases, ver. 14 clearly shows that here it means only 
■until the commencement of the laws of Moses, i e the time when 
these laws were given. 

* But how can this be? Was sin in the world no longer than until 
that period? Did it cease when the law was introduced? This would 
be a direct contradiction of ver. 20, and of many other passages.’ 
The answer is brief. It is no part of the apostle’s object, to aver that 
sin did not exist after this period; but to declare that it existed before, 
it. What he had already said, once and again, necessarily involved 
the idea,, that where law was there sin was. But he had also said, 
that u where there is no law, there is no transgression,” iv. 15. Now 
some of his readers might suggest, and this not unnaturally ; 6 Since 
you say that where there is no law, there is no transgression, how 
then were men sinners before the law was given V I allow that no 
intelligent and candid man could have good ground to put such, a 
question, after all which the apostle had already said on this subject. 
But surely wc are not to suppose, that Paul had to do only with 
men of this character. The objections answered throughout the 
epistle show’ a state of things quite different from this. 

To the question as above suggested, then, I suppose the apostle to 
answer in our verse. * Sin,’ says he, i was in the world until the 
law of Moses, t. e., men were sinners between the time of Adam and 
Moses, for death reigned during all this period,’ ver. 13. In other 
w T ords; it is not necessary that there should be a law expressly re¬ 
vealed, in order that men should be sinners; for u the heathen who 
have no law, are a law unto themselves,” ii. 14. 

That a/iagr/a here means something different from original sin, or 
imputed sin, seems to be clear from the reference w hich the apostle 
tacitly makes to a law of nature that had been transgressed . A 
revealed law there w r as not for men in general, antecedently to the 
time of Moses; yet men were sinners. ITow? By sinning against 
the law “ w ritten on their hearts” (ii. 15) ; and sinning in despite 
of the penalty of death, i. 32. But if such w r as their sin, it was 
actual sin, not merely imputed guilt. 

Very different view's of here, how'ever, are entertained by 

some, who state the whole of the apostle’s reasoning in the following 
manner: viz., i Men’s ow n sins were not imputed to them on the 
ground of their transgressing any law’, until the law r of Moses was 
given ; yet they w r ere counted sinners (a/ia^/a rjv iv xoV/zp); conse- 
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quently, it must have been by reason of Adam’s sin being* imputed 
to them, inasmuch as their own offences were not imputed.’ 

Although this mode of exegesis is supported by names of high 
respectability, I cannot accede to it for the following reasons : 1. To 
aver that men’s own sins were not imputed to them by God (so they 
construe ufiagrta d't ovx \KkoytTrcu /j,r\ ovrog v6/mov\ is directly to contradict 
the whole tenor of the Old Testament history and declarations; and 
also what Paul has, in the most explicit manner, asserted in the 
preceding part of his epistle. As evidence in favour of the first 
assertion I appeal to the case of Cain ; of the antediluvians who 
perished in the flood ; of Sodom and Gomorrha; and to all the 
declarations of divine displeasure made against the actual thoughts 
and deeds of the wicked, not against their original or imputed sin. 
In respect to the second, I appeal to the whole of what Paul has said 
in Pom. i. 19—32. ii. 12, 14, 15. iii. 9, 19, 23, 25. All these 
charges are made against actual sin6 ; and it is impossible to suppose 
that the apostle means here to say, that those who are avo/iot (without 
revelation), are, or ever have been, counted by God as being without 
sin, actual sin ; for both a v o fi o t and e nv ojj, o /, according to Paul, 
are all under sin, under actual sin. To admit the contrary, 
would be to overturn the very foundation the apostle had taken so 
much pains to lay, in chapters i. —iii., in order to make the conclu¬ 
sion entirely evident and unavoidable, that all men need gratuitous 
justification. 

2 . To aver that men’s sins are not imputed to them, when they 
do not live under a revealed law, would be to contradict what the 
immediate context itself must be considered as asserting. Who are 
those that have not sinned after the manner of Adam ? The answer 
of those whom I am now opposing, is: ( They are those, who have 
only original sin or imputed sin charged to their account.’ But then 
I find great difficulty in this answer. By the supposition of many 
who make it, Adam’s first sin does become really and truly that of 
all his posterity, inasmuch as it is propagated to them in the way of 
natural generation. Yea, Augustine, Pres. Edwards, and many 
others, maintain a real physical unity of Adam with all his posterity; 
and hence they derive to all his posterity a participation in his sin. 
But if his sin be theirs in any proper sense, L e. y be really theirs by 
such a unity as is asserted; or even if it be theirs by mere imputation 
without this ; then how is it that the sin of the uvo/moi is (as Paul 
asserts) not like that of Adam ? How can it be unlike it, when it 
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is the very same; either the very same in reality (as Augustine and 
his followers hold), or the very same putatively , as others suppose ? 
But, 

3 . There is another difficulty. How can the sins of Adam be here 
asserted to be imputed to all his posterity, and yet their own personal 
sins be not at all reckoned ? By the exegesis of those whose opinion 
I am now endeavouring to controvert, Paul is made to say, that God 
did not count to men their own personal and actual sins, i. e. to those 
who lived before the Mosaic law. By a parity of reason, then, the 
Gentiles at all times and every where, who are «vo/xo/, are freed from 
the imputation of their own transgressions; which would directly 
contradict the declarations of Paul. 

From this conclusion, however, Schott and Tholuck, who defend 
for substance the exegesis which I am calling in question, do in some 
measure revolt, and say to ovz eXXoyurt must be assigned only a com¬ 
parative sense; that although the guilt of men who sinned against 
the law of nature, was not taken away absolutely, yet their account¬ 
ability for it was in a good measure superseded. To illustrate this, 
Tholuck refers us to uvoyji in Horn. iii. 26, and to hrrwhuv o 0£o; in 
Acts xvii. 30. Both of these instances, however, relate to deferring 
punishment, not to a remission of accountability ; comp. 2 Pet. iii. 
8 , 9. Such a remission of punishment would directly contradict 
what Paul has fully and strongly asserted, in Bom. ii. 6—16. 

And to what purpose is it to say, that men who were avo/xo;, were 
in a comparative sense not accountable to God for their own personal 
sins ? This can mean neither more nor less, than that they were 
accountable in some degree, although not as highly so as those who 
were ewo/xoi. But accountability being admitted (how can it be 
denied after reading Rom. ii. 6—16 ?), then the argument is marred 
which those whom I am opposing deduce from the verses in question. 
They make these verses to say, that c the avo/xoi are not accountable 
for their own sins ; but inasmuch as they are still treated as sinners, 
it must be because of imputed sin only.’ But while we admit account¬ 
ability in some degree for the sins of the avo ( <to/, it forecloses such an 
argument from the passage ; for it leaves it fully liable to the follow¬ 
ing construction, viz., ‘Although men were held less accountable 
and criminal, who lived before the Mosaic law, than those w ho lived 
under this law, yet that they were still sinners, and w'ere regarded as 
such, is true ; for all were subjected to death.’ That they were sinners 
in their own person, or actual offenders in a way different from that 
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of Adam, is clear from what is said in ver. 14 respecting them. How 
then can Adam’s sin be here asserted to be theirs, and, by implica¬ 
tion, to be the only sin for which death came upon them ? 

In such an interpretation, moreover, as that which I am now con¬ 
sidering, a very different sense is given to sWoyt/ro from that which 
it will here consistently bear; as we shall see in the sequel. 

Reiche states the argument thus: £ Positive punishment (like 
death) can be inflicted only for breach of positive law. Now no 
positive law threatening death, except in the case of Adam, was 
given before the Mosaic law. Therefore all men who died during 
this interval, must have died by reason of punishment threatened to 
Adam being extended to them.* And in consonance with this view 
he construes vers. 13, 14, in general; although he seems to me far 
from maintaining consistency. To this statement we may easily 
reply, and say (1) That the major proposition directly contradicts 
what the apostle has said in Rom. i. 32. ii. 14, 15. iii. 19. The 
apostle plainly makes no other difference between Jew and Gentile, 
than what is made by the respective degree of light which each 
enjoyed. The Jew is the more guilty, because be enjoyed better 
advantages and abused them. But all, both Jew and Gentile, he 
pronounces to be cifyo/ Savarou and ukoSixoi rfi Qip. How then can we 
assume that death is not threatened to any, except in consequence of 
a positive , i. a revealed law? It is the very opposite of the apostle's 
argument and of his explicit and repeated declarations. In Rom. v. 
14, moreover, Paul directly asserts that the penalty of death was 
incurred by those who had not sinned in the manner of Adam, L e., 
against express and positive precept. But Reiche makes the apostle 
here to mean, that they suffered on account of Adam’s transgression 
and not their own ; although he bad just before strongly contended 
that cr dvn$ r)fj,a%rov must have an active sense, and mean that all had 
voluntarily and in fact sinned. (2) The minor proposition is equally 
untrue, in respect to its real and essential meaning ; for of what im¬ 
portance is it, w hether the law' was positive or natural, so long as the 
declarations in Rom. i. 32. ii. 14, 15. iii. 19, and the like remain ? 
II ow shall we admit positions which the apostle himself expressly 
contrndicta ? (3) It follows, of course, that the conclusion from such 

premises must be erroneous, viz., ‘That all men from Adam to Moses, 
died merely because of the penalty threatened to Adam, and not by 
reason of their own sins.’ The reader will observe, that I do not 
here denj that in some sense the doctrine of this conclusion may be 
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true ; but only that in the sense alleged it cannot possibly be made 
out satisfactorily from such premises. Of course the exegesis of vers. 
13, 14 by Reiche, which is made in general to conform to such views, 
must be very questionable. 

Reiche himself earnestly remonstrates against the sentiment of 
Thol uck here, viz., that ‘ death came upon men living between Adam 
and Moses, because of the vitiositas of which they partook, and which 
they derived from Adam.’’ He asks in the way of remonstrance : 
i Where is there one word here which says that death was the con¬ 
sequence of a sin inherited from Adam, and how is this here shown? 
But how much does he relieve the difficulty, by making death come 
upon all men without any other reason than that it does come ? 
According to him, Adam set it in motion, and it kept on, from the 
momentum which he gave it, down to the time of Moses, irrespective 
of sin either original or actual? 

After all, this very limitation of the period, viz., from Adam to 
Moses, lies hard against the usual modes of exegesis here, which 
represent the apostle as labouring to show, not that men sinned and 
therefore perished (as he had just asserted in ver. 12), but that they 
perished merely because of their relation to Adam, either in conse¬ 
quence of propagated vitiosity, or else without any specific assignable 
reason, as Reiche avers. Why should the apostle stop within these 
narrow limits ? When the Mosaic Law was given, was it given to 
all men, or only to about three millions out of six or seven hundred 
millions of our race ? Even from that time down to the present 
moment, has not immeasurably the greater portion of the human race 
been destitute of any revelation ? How does their case differ, then, 
from that of those between Adam and Moses ? Not at all, so far as 
we can see. Why then should the apostle confine his assertion 
merely to those between Adam and Moses? If his object be the 
general one supposed by the commentators in question, no good reason 
can be given for such a procedure. 

Indeed, such a method of illustration makes verses 13, 14, inap¬ 
posite, in case we allow that xurng rj/iaprov means, that all men did of 
themselves sin. The yu% at the beginning of ver. 14 shows, that 
what follows is designed to illustrate and confirm what had just been 
asserted; and this is not that all men die because of inherited viti- 
osity, but because all have sinned . How Reiche then could strenu¬ 
ously defend this latter sentiment, and yet interpret verses 13, 14 as 
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lie baa done, I am unable to see. It appears plainly to be in oppo- 
sit ion to the laws of philology and the nature of the case. 

I must regard the apostle then as designing, in verses 14, 15, to 
illustrate and confirm the proposition that ‘all men have sinned and 
perished,’ by the introduction of a case that might be deemed doubtful 
by some of his readers, or be called in question. If he could show 
that no valid objection could be made to this, he of course might take 
it for granted that no objection would be made to the plainer parts 
of his position. And I regard him as referring to the period between 
Adam and Moses, because it presented an obvious and striking case 
adapted to his purpose. But if his object was to establish the pro¬ 
position, that all men without revelation have died because of inherited 
corruption, or died merely because Adam introduced a fatal disease 
(as Rciche maintains), why should he make such a limitation ? Or 
rather, we may well ask, why should he make any limitation at all? 
W c may well ask also: i Whether, on the ground of the common 
theory, those who have a revelation do not partake of original sin as 
well as others? Whether they do not stand in the same relation to t 
Adam as others? And if so, wc may again inquire : What can be 
the object of Paul in limiting his remarks to those who lived between 
Adam and Moses ? It cannot be, then, that his design here is, to 
prove the connection between imputed sin and death (as so many 
have assumed); for that connection is the same, if it exist at all, in 
all ages, nations, and circumstances ; and one portion of time would 
be just as apposite as another to establish it, inasmuch as the deve¬ 
lopment is represented to be uniform and constant. There was no 
more reason, surely, for Paul’s readers to doubt of imputed sin between 
Adam and Moses, than there was to doubt of it between Moses and 
Paul; nay, in some respects there w r as less, inasmuch as the evils 
eufiered during the former period were very great, and yet the actual 
sins were less, because there was less light. One might more naturally 
be inclined, then, in such a case to admit imputed sin, than in the 
case of men under the law. Yet, if the more usual exegesis be true, 
the apostle has selected the former period as the very one about which 
he expected there would be the most doubt. Can this be so? The 
nature of the case would seem to decide in the negative. 

But suppose now the question to be, as 1 have stated, whether men 
can sin and perish without law (a question very naturally raised after 
Paul’s declaration in iv. 15); then the period which Paul has selected 
for his purpose, is altogether apposite and striking. For this very 

P 
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reason we may well suppose he chose it. On every 3ide difficulties 
start up against the other view—difficulties philological and theolo¬ 
gical —difficulties arising from incongruity, ineptness, and contradic¬ 
tion of previously avowed sentiment and the nature of accountability. 
That the sinning of men had a connection with the offence of Adam, 
and that this was in some way the cause or occasion of their sinning, 
is what (as I have before stated) I do not doubt the apostle here 
admits. But as he has asserted in verse 12 that death paused on all , 
because all sinned, so here he confirms what he has said; as the 
ya% plainly shows. 

If one asks, as Reiche does, why we should suppose the apostle 
here to assert again what he had so often asserted before, viz., that 
all men are sinners, the answer is easy. The subject here comes up 
in a new light, viz., the connection between death and sin. It is 
therefore a new and forcible addition to the arguments already em¬ 
ployed. That death is universal , cannot be denied ; at least this is 
certain in regard to the death of the body; and that the apostle has 
this part of the penalty against sin here particularly in his eye, will 
hardly be doubted, because it is of so plain and palpable a nature 
that none can deny the truth of his allegation. Yet this does not 
oblige us to suppose that other parts of the penalty arc designedly 
excluded, because this plain and palpable part of it is here specifi¬ 
cally made prominent. By no means. If then death is universal, does 
it not follow that the cause of it, i. e., sin, is universal too? Of course 
the argument relates to all who can and do sin, and thus co.ne under 
the penalty in question. Thus both the guilt and misery of our race 
are here brought into the account, and placed in opposition to the 
grace and salvation of the gospel; and thus the contrast designed to 
be made by the whole representation is greatly heightened. But put 
the case, that no proper sin of Adam’s posterity is here in question, 
as Reiche maintains; or that only imputed sin is in question; then 
what follows? Surely that Christ delivers us from no sin, or from 
only imputed sin and the death which that brings; but nothing fur¬ 
ther; at least nothing further can here be made out from the words 
of the apostle, on their ground of interpretation. Y r et in vcr. 16 Paul 
asserts, that our deliverance is from noWuv Tapa^Tco^drcov ; which 
disproves entirely that mode of exegesis, which confines a/xa^r/a here 
to imputed sin or to mere vitiositas. 

I have only to add that the supposition of men’s own personal sins 
not being reckoned to them, while they are considered as perishing 
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lor ever by the mere imputation of another’s sin, is aposition so revolt¬ 
ing with respect to the justice, and goodness, and impartiality of the 
sovereign Judge, H who will render to every man according to his 
worksf that it should not be made out from constructive evidence; 
it requires most ample and satisfactory evidence and argument to 
support it. 

The phrase ayjii vojuou d/j,agr/u rjv iv noting, appears on the whole, 
then, to be only an affirmation respecting a particular class of men 
(whom some might think it difficult to prove to be sinners), of some¬ 
thing which in the preceding clause had been affirmed of all men , 
vdvreg 7i/j,agrov. I must consider it as illustrating and confirming 
this latter expression, by showing that even that class of men are 
sinners, whom one might be prone to exempt from such a charge , 
and especially so, after what the apostle had just said in iv. 15. Any 
other mode of expounding this makes the yd% irrelative and out of 
place, when ir, is once admitted that ‘zdvre; y/iaorov affirms the proper 
sin of Adam’s posterity. And to construe verses 13, 14 as having 
relation only to imputed sin, comes virtually to the representation of 
Christ’s death as a salvation only from imputed sin ; which would 
amount to a virtual contradiction of ver. 16. 

i A/iaer/a . ... vofioo , although sin is not made account of where 
there is no law; an expression which has given occasion to great per¬ 
plexity and difficulty. This has arisen, however, in a great measure, 
from construing iWoyzTrat as though it were connected with ©eoc, as 
the agent by whom the counting or imputing is to be done. The 
difficulties of such an interpretation have already been stated, in the 
considerations presented above. Bretschneider (Dogmatik. II. 49. 
edit. 3) seems to have suggested the true solution of the phraseology; 
a T '.WoysTrau is not imputatur a Deo , but reftrtur ah homiuibus ad 
pcccata } i. t\, hahetur , agnoscitur peccatum The like views did 
Calvin and Luther entertain relative to the expression. The former 
says, that [homines] sibi nihil imputnrent in peccatum, nisi [lege] 
coacti . . . sine legis stimulis in socordiam se demergunt; i. e. f ‘men 
do not count themselves as sinners, and are not alarmed for their 
guilt, unless the law first excites and quickens their consciences.’ So 
Luther renders eXXoye/ra/ by achten , to regard , to have respect to . 
To the like purpose lIeumann,Camcrarius,Photius (in G^cumenius), 
Sehoettgen, Koppc. The words of Photius deserve to be recited. 
44 When [the apostle] says if >1 ndvrig rj/ia^ov, lest some one should 
reply and ask : 4 How then could men sin where there was no law? 
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For thou thyself hast said above, that where there is no law there 
is no transgression; and if no transgression, then surely no sin. 
How then could death pass upon all men, because all have sinned ? 
Lest therefore some one might make such an objection, Paul antici¬ 
pates and solves the doubt, and says on rv xai rou vo/iou; for sin 
was committed, and what is committed must have an existence.” To 
which remarks of Photius, CEcumenius after citing them adds: “See 
the exactness of the apostle. That we might not think ourselves to 
be wronged because we die on account of another, he says d/tagr/a 
%v sv xoo/Ltfj although it was disregarded (ii xalpii iXoy/fyro) ; therefore 
we die not only because of Adam, but also because of sin.” Tho- 
luck says, that ‘to construe iWoyitrai in such a way, is doing violence 
to the word hut he acknowledges very frankly on a preceding page, 
that ‘nothing can be objected to such an interpretation as that of 
Photius on the score of language ; and that the thought itself is not 
foreign to the circle of Pauline ideas.’ Surely when tXhoyuTai is 
rendered (as by Bretschneider) habetur , imputatur [ut peccatum] 
ah hominibus, this is no more a departure from the meaning of eXXo- 
ytTrat, than to render it imputatur a Deo. Whether Geog or avQguiroi 
is to be understood here, must be decided of course by the nature of 
the sentiment. And as to iWoytTrau, why should attributing to it the 
sense of regarding, accounting , esteeming, &e., be called strange ? 
inasmuch as this word accords a3 to both sense and origin altogether 
with Xoy/£o/x«/, which often occurs with such a meaning ; e . g ., Acts 
xix. 27. Uom. ii. 2G. vi. 11. viii. 3G. ix. 8. xiv. 14. 1 Cor. iv. 1 

2 Cor. x. 2. xi. 5, et soepe. So Q cn< X xxi. 15. 1 Sam. i. 13. 

Job xli. 27 (19). The ellipses after eXkoytTrai may be supplied by 
iig a/nagriav or wfd/xagr/a, both methodsof construction being common 
after Xoyi^o/iai, as any one may see by consulting the above instances. 
That sWoy'io) occurs (Philein. vcr. 18) in the sense of impute, is 
no mere a reason why it should have that particular meaning in 
the verse before us, than it is that Xoy/^o/xa/ should always have 
the sense of impute, because, as we readily concede, it often means 
to impute; but we know also, that oftener still it means to compute, 
to regard, to make account of. And even in Phil, verse 18, the 

sense is altogether good when we translate toZto >ioi eWoyu, reckon 

that to me, or pat that to my account; which convevs exactly 11 ic 
idea intended, viz., that the writer would he responsible for the wrong 
done by Onesimus, 

“ What views,” exclaims Glockler iii bis recent Commentary, 
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“ must men have of God, in order to say that sin is not reckoned 
by him? Can God regard it as a trifle, and unworthy of notice? 
It is erroneous interpretation, which has led men to explain eWoytTrai 
in a way so contrary to its meaning here and to the nature of Chris¬ 
tianity. It is men only who hold or can hold sin as not worthy to 
be made account of.” Indeed it must be conceded, that the explan¬ 
ation which he rejects contains something very opposite to the tenor 
of Paul’s reasoning in Roin. i.—iii. 

That the sentiment derived from such an exegesis as that which I 
have adopted, is not foreign to the writings of Paul, is quite clear 
from comparing Roin. vii. 7—11 and iii. 20. In the former of these 
passages, the law is represented as greatly exciting and aggravating 
the unholy desires of the carnal heart by its restraints and disclo¬ 
sures ; so that u without the law sin is death,” i, e. y it is little esti¬ 
mated and felt. In the latter, Paul declares that u by the law is the 
knowledge of sin.” How well this accords with a/&agr/a 5c oux i\\o- 
ytprai firi ovroe vo/mou, needs hardly to be suggested. 

I admit that a modified sense of the expression is to be regarded 
as the true one, viz., that it is not to be considered so absolute as to 
convey the idea that no sense of sin existed among the heathen in 
any measure; for this would contradict fact, and contradict what Paul 
says in chap. ii. 14,15. But then the modification is of just the same 
nature as is to be received in respect to Rom. vii. 7—11, iii. 30, and 
also of John xv. 22—24, where the Saviour says, that if he had not 
come and spoken to the Jews, u they would not have had sin.” But 
the sense of eXXoytTro, as maintained by Tholuck and others, i . e ., a 
modified sense in respect to the account which God makes of sin, 
does not answer the purpose at all for which it is intended by them. 
If God made any account of men’s own sins before the law, then 
imputed sin is not the only thing for which men die. Of course the 
argument that they labour to establish, is given up. The assertion 
considered as absolute,viz., that God made no account at all of men’s 
own sins, who were not under the law, is contradicted by all the pre¬ 
ceding part of the epistle. 

Pres. Edwards has given the verse before us a peculiar turn: “For 
before the law of Moses was given, mankind were all looked upon by 
the great Judge as sinners, by corruption, and guilt derived from 
Adam’s violation of the original law of works ; which shows that 
the original universal rule of righteousness is not the law of Moses; 
for if so, there would have been no sin imputed before that was 
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given, because sin is not imputed where there is no law,” ( Orig . 
Sin , p. 275. Worces. edit.). He supposes that the main design of the 
apostle is here to show, that the Jews could not claim their law as 
the only criterion of right and wrong ; and in order to do this, Paul 
shows that men were condemned on account of imputed sin, before 
the giving of the law. But besides the forced construction which 
this introduces, it also obliges us to bring in here a subject of consi¬ 
deration that the apostle seems for the present to have dismissed from 
his mind, viz., the confident reliance of the Jews on their law and 
their boasting of it. In order to make out the interpretation of Ed¬ 
wards, it must be shown that the apostle here asserts the existence of 
another law antecedent to that of Moses, to which men were account¬ 
able. This he had done in chap. ii. 14, 15 ; but here it is not to his 
purpose to repeat it. lie 6ays merely, that men were sinners ante¬ 
cedently to the law of Moses, although in a state of nature they 
made but little account of sin ; they were sinners, notwithstanding 
they made light of it; and they incurred the sentence of death, 
although they had not, like Adam, sinned against a revealed and 
express law. Now this goes to confirm the assertion in ver. 12, viz., 
rruvn; rj/iaorov; inasmuch as it serves to show that a part of mankind 
were actually under sentence of death, about whom doubts might 
most easily arise. And as it seems to be spoken for this very pur¬ 
pose, so we may acquiesce in such an intrepretation of the language 
as shows that it is directly subservient to the purposes of the writer. 

(14) eficttrlXeuczv Moua'cug, yet or nevertheless death reigned 

from Adam unto Closes, ’a Xka, tamen, attamen — reianed y 
means ivas predominant , exercised uncontrolled 6way or power. 
The writer designs by this word to express, in a strong manner, the 
universal dominion of death among men. But what death ? The 
same, I would answer, as before ; but still, I should be disposed to 
believe, as has been remarked above, that he had in his eye here a 
particular part of what is comprehended under the generic term 
death ; in other words, that temporal death was the special object to 
which he here adverts. The reason, as before stated, for this is, 
that temporal death is a palpable part of the execution of the sen¬ 
tence, so palpable that all must admit it: and to some such unde¬ 
niable evidence docs the writer seem to appeal, for he appears to 
regard what he states as a thing that will not be denied. I do not 
look upon this sense of Sobarog here as a departure from the preceding 
one, in any important respect *. for should it be construed as referring 
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to a palpable part of the death threatened, this, by its relations to 
the other parts of the same, involves or implies them also. So 
Tholuck, Comp. p. 187. 2 edit. 

K a) ex) . . . ' A dd/z, even over those who had not sinned after the 
similitude of Adam*s transgression. 

A part of the text itself is here a matter of dispute. Some Latin 
Codices, also Origen, Cyril, Rufin, Terlullian, Victorinus, Sedulius, 
and Ambrosiaster, omit the fth here. Sender, Mill, and some others, 
have done the same. But nearly all the Greek manuscripts (three 
only, and these a secunda manu f excepted), the Syriac version, the 
Vulgate, and many of the most conspicuous Greek and Latin 
fathers, e. g. 9 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophilus, Irenseus, Je¬ 
rome, Ambrose, Augustine, and others, insert it. The weight of 
authority on the side of inserting it seems, therefore, to be quite 
conclusive. Moreover, there is internal evidence of its genuineness. 
Toellner, Koppc, and Schott, have well remarked, that the use of 
xai here before a/zacr^roras, intimates that something unusual or 
unexpected was designed on the part of the writer. Accordingly 
while one would expect to find him saying simply (which would 
apparently make a much more facile and seemingly unexceptionable 
sense) e/3a<j7Xeu<re . . . ex) rovg dfia^rrisaMTag, we find him saying, 
cfiaffiXeuffe . , . xai ex) roug dfiae-qaavrag. Besides all this, the 
proof that all have sinned requires fih; otherwise, those who had no 
positive precepts might, in the minds of some, be exempted. But 
now, those who have sinned like Adam, i. e ., against positive precept, 
and those who have sinned against the internal law, make up the all 
men . 

’Ex) o(ho/u)(ji(XTt is like the Hebrew (confdenter); i. e. 7 a 

noun with a preposition is employed instead of an adverb. So the 
Hebrew JWTpj Dan. x. 16, is rendered in the Septuagint 

dg o/Ao/axng u/ou avdgdxov. In all respects ex) r& hiMoidfiart is equivalent 
to o/zo/wc; so that oaoiug rfi *Addfi xaoaftdvn would express the sense; 
as would dtsxe^ * Ahd(L xafsfir). Comp, bfioiufia in Rom. i, 23. viii. 3. 
Phil. ii. 7. 

As to the sense of the passage; by mentioning those who lived 
before the law of Moses as not having sinned after the manner of 
Adam, there is a plain implication that those who lived under the 
law did sin after the manner, or in the likeness of Adam. But the 
likeness in question did not consist in this, that the very same pre¬ 
cepts were given to them and were transgressed by them; it con- 



232 


ROMANS V. 14 . 


Bistcd plainly in the fact that they, like Adam, had positive or revealed 
precepts as the rule of duty. Consequently those who sinned, but 
yet did not sin in the like way (and such are described in verses 13, 
14), must have sinned without positive revealed precepts. Such are 
described also in ii. 14, 15. 

Reiche construes this assertion as having respect only to the dif¬ 
ferent mode of punishment; viz., ‘ Adam sinned against express 
precept and therefore died; but his posterity die without having so 
done.’ But if this were the sentiment, the apostle must have said, 
xai Ur) rovg fin avoQavnvrag . , . rw Savaro; x. r. X. 

Origen, Augustine, Melancthon, Beza, Pres. Edwards, and others, 
have construed the clause fin cc/ia^rnaavrag x. r . X., as having respect 
to infants only. But Calvin rejects this interpretation: “Malo . . . 
interpretari de iis qui sine lege peccaverunt.” Nevertheless he thinks 
infants may be included. But the ground of this is, that he con¬ 
strues ‘Tr&vTsg n/iaerov and afiacrla qv h xoV/xw as referring to the sinning 
of all men in and by Adam. The remark of J. A. Turretin is 
directly to the point: “Ex scopo apostoli serieque sermonis palet, 
hie agi etiam de adultis omnibus qui ab Adamo usque ad Mosem 
vixerunt. Etenim si de solis infantibus ageretur, cur intra id spati- 
um se contineret, quod inter Adamum et Mosem fuit? Nam infan- 
tium omnium, et ante et post legem, eadem est ratio.” Accordingly, 
the interpretation of Augustine is generally rejected, so far as I 
know, by distinguished critics of all parties at the present day. 

I am aware that it has been sometimes alleged, in regard to /in 
u/LagrrjGavrag x. x. X., that the dissimilitude here affirmed consists in 
the fact that Adam was an actual sinner, and others (to whom refer¬ 
ence is here made) sinners only by imputation. But such an inter¬ 
pretation has been shown above, as it seems to my mind, to be incon¬ 
sistent with the tenor of the passage, and with the declarations of the 
Old and New Testament in relation to this subject. How can it be 
in any way rendered probable, or even plausible, that men from the 
time of Adam to that of Moses were sinners only by imputation ? 

It is fairly out of question. An attempt to establish such an inter¬ 

pretation must surely fail. For if such an imputation be made out, 
by virtue of the unity of Adam’s posterity with himself (and this is 
the ground on which it is asserted), then it would follow, of course, 
that their sin is not different from his, but the very same; for if 

they were in him, and sinned in and with him, surely their sin is not 

different from, but the same with his: which is what the apostle here 
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denies. Or if* his sin is merely imputed to them without their actu¬ 
ally participating at all in it, then we may ask, in the first place, 
how it can be said of them that they “all sinned?” And secondly, 
if it be said that they sinned in, by, and through Adam, then, so far 
ns their sin is concerned, how does it differ from his? There is but 
one act of sin but the guilt of it is divided among countless millions; 
or if this statement be rejected, then the alternative must be taken, 
viz., that the guilt of it is multiplied and repeated as often as there 
are individuals belonging to the human race. In either case there 
remains only the actual sin of Adam, and so far as this belongs to 
his posterity in any sense, either real or putative, so far the sin is not 
different from that of Adam, but the same. It is only when we con¬ 
strue the passage as referring to men’s own personal sins, that the 
difficulty can be removed. 

'Os e<rr/ rucrog rou fieWovrog, who is a type of him that was to come . 
Tutos signifies, (1) in its original and most literal acceptation, an 
impress, a note or mark made by impression, sculpture, beating, &c.; 
inasmuch as it comes from rerun a the second Perfect of rvnrw. In 
this sense it is employed in John xx. 25. Hence, (2) It means ex¬ 
ample, pattern , model; as in Acts vii. 44. Heb. viii. 5. Ex. xxv. 
(where the Hebrew has (3) It means example , model, in a 

good sense; e . g Phil. iii. 17. 1 Thess. i. 7. 2 Thess. iii. 9. 1 Tim. iv. 
12. Tit. ii. 7. 1 Pet. v. 3 ; but sometimes an example for the sake of 
warning, not of imitation, as in 1 Cor. x. 6, comp, verse 11. (4) It 

means image, something which is a resemblance of some other thing 
supposed or real; as in Acts vii. 43. Amos v. 26 (Heb. In 

this last sense, i. e., that of image or resemblance , not in a physical 
sense but in a causal one (if I may so speak), is Adam called a rvxog 
of Christ. The appropriate scriptural sense of type is, a person or 
thing, which by special appointment or design of an overruling Pro¬ 
vidence, is intended to symbolize, or present a likeness of some other 
and future person or thing. I understand the word rvvoc in such a 
sense here; i. e., I understand it as implying, that it was by special 
divine arrangement and appointment, that Adam was made in par¬ 
ticular respects to present an antithetic image of what Christ was 
to he. 

That Christ is meant by rov jasWovtos, is clear from verse 15, seq. 
where he is by name brought into comparison with Adam. The 
ellipsis after fieXXovreg, i. e the noun with which this participle agrees 
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by implication, seems to be ’A5a/x, viz., the second Adam or leyjxrot 
’Adajx, as he is called in 1 Cor. xv. 45. 

But in what sense, i. e. y how far, is the first Adam here considered 
as an image of the second. A question of no small importance, in¬ 
asmuch as by the answer to it must, in no small measure, our views 
of the general meaning of verses 12—19 be regulated. 

An answer somewhat in detail, would occupy too much space to 
be inserted here. I have therefore thrown it into the form of an 
Excursus, which the reader may consult, in respect to the illustration, 
and support of the following sentiments, which contain the principal 
results of what I have there exhibited ; viz. 

I. The rucro£ asserted of Adam, in respect to Christ, is not to be 
taken in the widest and fullest sense that the word itself might be 
capable of, but in a sense which has many important limitations. 
Eor, (1) The whole is contrast; i, e. } the rv-rog is antithetic . In many 
cases, a rucroj in the Old Testament is of the same nature with the 
a'jrtrunog in the New Testament. But here, the whole is most plainly 
antithetic; on the one hand are the evils done'and occasioned, and 
on the other are the good'done and the blessings procured. (2) The 
degree or measure of the evils occasioned by Adam, is not the point 
of Turrog in respect to Christ; for this measure is declared to be far 
exceeded by the blessings w’hich Christ has procured; “grace super- 
abounds.” “ Many offences are forgiven,” ver. 16. (3) It is not the 
person of Adarn as such, which is compared with the person of Christ 
as such, in order to point out any personal resemblances. It is the 
ACTS of each and the consequences of what each has done y that are 
the objects of a comparison by the apostle; it is the tragay.or} or 

and xardxot t aa of Adam, and the effects of the same, which 
are compared with the vxaxoy and dncaiuj/j,a of Christ and the effects 
of these. (4) One sin of one individual, viz., Adam, was the occa¬ 
sion of evil to all men; while, on the other hand, many sins are for¬ 
given on account of one individual, viz. the Lord Jesus Christ. 

We have seen the antithetic nature of the rucro; here, and the 
points of dissimilitude between Adam and Christ; let us now see 
what are the points of actual similitude. 

II. The actual and principal point of similitude is, that each indi¬ 
vidual respectively, viz., Adam and Christ, was the cause or occasion, 
in consequence of what he did, of greatly affecting the whole'human 
race; although in an opposite way. Adam introduced sin and misery 
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into the world ; and in consequence of this all men are, even without 
their own concurrence, subjected to many evils here ; they are born 
entirely destitute of a dispositioii to holiness ; and this condition and 
their circumstances render it certain that they will sin , and will al¬ 
ways sin IN ALL TIIEIR ACTS OF A MORAL NATURE, until their 
hearts are renewed by the Spirit of God; and of course, all men are 
born in a state in which they are greatly exposed to the second death, 
or death in the highest sense of the term, and in which this death 
will certainly come upon them, unless there be an interposition of 
mercy through Christ. On the other hand; Christ introduced 
righteousness or justification, and all the blessings spiritual and tem¬ 
poral which are connected with a probationary state under a dispen¬ 
sation of grace and with the pardoning mercy of God. A multitude 
of blessings, such as the day and means of grace, the common boun¬ 
ties of Providence, the forbearance of God to punish, the calls and 
warnings of mercy, the proffers of pardon, &c., are procured by Christ 
for all men without exception, and without any act of concurrence 
on their part; while the higher blessings of grace, actual pardon and 
everlasting life, are indeed proffered to all, but arc actually bestowed 
only upon those who repent and believe. 

In this way we sec, quite plainly, that Adam was a ru-ros of Christ, 
because what he did affected the whole of the human race, to a certain 
extent, even without any concurrence or act of their own; it brought 
upon them more or less of the evils threatened to sin, and put them 
all in imminent hazard of the highest measure of the penalty, even 
that of everlasting death. As the antithesis of this, Christ is repre¬ 
sented as procuring blessings for all the human race, to a certain 
extent, even without any concurrence or act of their own ; and he 
has also procured by his blood, and proffers fully and freely to all 
eternal redemption from the highest evils which the divine law would 
inflict upon sinners. The extent of the influence of Adam, is there¬ 
fore a proper ru^os of that of Christ. Each of these individuals, by 
what he did, affected our whole race without any concurrence of 
theirs, to a certain degree; the one has placed them in a condition, 
in which they actually suffer many evils, and in which, by their own 
voluntary acts, they are peculiarly exposed to the most awful of all 
evils ; the other has actually bestow ed many and important blessings 
on all without exception, and proffers to all the opportunity to secure 
the greatest of all blessings. Here then is antithetic two; of the like 
extent , in both cases. 
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The super abounding of gospel grace, which is insisted on so era. 
phatically in vers. 15—17, consists (as is stated in ver. 16) in the 
fact, that the death of Christ procures pardon for the numerous 
offences which we commit (croXXwy ira^a^ruifLaruv^ i. e., the death of 
Christ had respect to a multitude ofoffenoes; while the effects of 
Adam’s sin have respect only to one offence, viz., that of eating the 
forbidden fruit. In other words; the death of Christ as a remedy, 
is far more powerful and efficacious than the sin of Adam was as a 
means of corruption and misery. 

For additional considerations which may serve to explain and con¬ 
firm the views here given of rvves, I must refer the reader to Excursus 

IV. 

One more remark on the phrase og Ion Tvvrcg too /usWovrog. Calvin 
andTholuck regard this expression as the apodosis of ver. 12, Calvin; 
u Hsec particula posita est vice alterius membri . . . perinde ergo ac- 
cipias ac si scriptum esset: Sicut per unum hominem intravit pecca- 
tum in universum mundum, et per peccatum mors ; ita per unum 
hominem rediit justitia, et per justitiam vita.” To the same purpose 
Tholuck in his Commentary. And indeed it cannot be denied that 
there is some ground for this. The apostle had said, that sin and 
death entered the world by Adam ; he now says, that Adam is a 
ru'Toc of Christ (an antithetic rue vog is of course meant) ; by which 
must be intimated, that Christ is in like manner the author of justi¬ 
fication and happiness. This idea, virtually and by way of implica¬ 
tion, contains what is expressed in the apodosis; which however is 
fully and formally given out only in verses 18, 19. 
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CHAP. V. 15—17. 

Tar* general object of these three verses is to magnify the greatness of gospel grace, b/ 
contrasting it with the evils occasioned by Adam’s sin (ver. 16); to show that while all men 
are sufferers on account of Adam, it ia only to that degree in which one sin could affect them, 
while, on the other hand, the free gift of Christ extends to the pardoning of a multitudt of 
offences (ver. 18). Nor is pardon of many offences all which the gospel achieves; for if 
Adam’s offence did bring death on all his posterity, or subject them all to more or less of evil, 
then it is 6urely more credible still, that the grace of Chri6t will bestow blessings on all, and 
especially that It will perfect the work of pardon, and secure the blessings of eternal life to all 
who have obtained it. There is then plainly a gradation of sentiment in these three verses. 
In ver. 15 we have the general idea that grace abounds beyond any evil brought upon us by 
Adam. lu ver. 16 it is specifically declared, that the evil inflicted is only such as corresponds 
to one offence, while the good bestowed consists in pardon extended to many offences. In ver. 
17 we have the assurance, that pardon shall be crowned with everlasting life. All these points 
of dissimilitude or antithesis, the reader mil easily see have a direct bearing on the first part of 
(he present and the last part of the fourth chapter, and go to illustrate and enforce the idea of 
the gi-eatness, th e certainty, and the extent of gospel blessings, in some form or other. These verses 
of course must serve to correct any upprehension that the reader might have from the mention 
of Ti*ofi that equality or similitude in all respects was intended to be asserted, in regard to the 
respective influence of Adam and Christ. In pointing out the particulars of dissimilitude and in¬ 
equality, the apostle 1ms limited the signification ofri/nor, and guarded his readers against excess 
lu the application of the word; while, at the same time, he co-opcrates with the design of the pre¬ 
ceding context, and helps to confirm the faith and hope of the believer. 

It follows, that we must exclude the particulars named by the apostle in these verses, from the 
Idea of similitude or equality, as indicated by tmtoc, on the present occasion. How often the 
oiix wr here has been forgotten, in the parallels which have been drawn between the first and 
second Adam, no one who has read theology extensively needs to be reminded. It should also 
be here particularly remarked, that the sentiment which attributes to the grace of Christ good 
which ia far greatei' than the evil occasioned by Adam’s offence, lies upon the very face of verses 
15—17, and should never be overlooked. What we should be in ourselves, as the full of Adam 
lias left us, ia one thing ; what our condition now i9, through the grace of Christ, is another and 
very different one. When we maintain, then, that our present state, depraved and ruined as in 
itself it is, m more eligible as to securing final salvation, than that of Adum was while on his first 
probation, let it not be said that we deny or extenuate the evil consequences of the fall. By no 
means ; but lot this be said, viz., that after the example of Paul we represent grace as superabonnd - 
ing over all the evils introduced by the apostacy. And is not this true ? Yea, is it not strongly 
and rcpcutedly asserted In the chapter before us? 

One point more deserves special notice here. Paul undertakes ex profiesso to point out in these 
verses, ns bus been observed, the principal features of dissimilitude or inequality between the type 
and antitype. If nowit he true, as some confidently maintain, that the many on whom blessings 
aro bestowed, means only the elect in Christ; and the many who suffer on account of Adam’s sin, 
menus all mankind without exception; then how can we suppose that the apostle would have here 
neglected to mention this oix wv, i. e., this point of dissimilitude? A point surely of not less mag¬ 
nitude, interest, or importance, than any one which he bus mentioned. So far is he, however, 
from pointing out such a prominent feature of dissimilitude, that he lias taken a course directly the 
reverse of this, ns ll would seem; such an one, at any rate, as could scarcely fail to mislend moi o 
or less of his renders, provided his design be in reality that which is alleged. Does he nunic tho 
mass of men who are injuriously affected by ihc sin of Adam m iroXXoi in ver. 15? In the very 
same verse he calls those on whom Christ bestows favours tovt troXXoi»r. Docb lie again call Ilia 
first class (in ver. 18) ir«*T«r u^pwirc* ? In the sume verse he names the Becond class wdi-Tci 
Does lie lignin call the first clnss o» iroXXoi, in ver. ID ? The very same designation he 
there again applies to the aecond. No common principle of philology, then, can of itself justify us 
In making an immeasurable distinction here as to numbers, while the apostle (whose specific object 
here is to point out the dissimilitudes of the two cnees), has not given us any intimation by the 
language which he employs, thutsuch a distinction is here intended to be designated by him. 
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That we are embarrassed In our theological system, unless we Introduce such a distinction here, 
is surely no legitimate proof that the apostle must have argued as we do. Assumption of what 
we may think he ought to say in a case like this, where exproftsso he is pointing out dissimilitudes, 
and where he has omitted to say what we may expect he would have Baid, may possibly satisfy 
the minds of some who are disposed to reason a priori on Lliis subject; but how can this ans wer the 
demands of philological and hermeneutical investigation? 

In a word, hud Paul meant what some ascribe to him here, how could he do otherwise than say, 
* And not as the number affected by the sin of Adam, is the number affected by the grace of 
Christ ; for all men without exception, were condemned through the sin of Adam, while the elect 
only were the subject of blessings through the grace of Christ?’ This, or something which would 
be in effect like to this, we must naturally suppose that the apostle would have said, if he meant 
what is ascribed to him. But then, if he had thus spoken, his assertion would amount to a de¬ 
claration that sin superabounds over grace; directly contrary to what he i9 labouring to establish, 
viz., the superaboanding of grace over sin. Can any thing be plainer, then, than that the sentiment 
here attributed to Paul, viz., universality of meaning as to oi iroWoi in the first case, and partial 
extent only in the second, is incongruous with the evident design of the writer? 

The difficulty that seems to arise in respect to universal salvation, by the natural exposition of 
Paul’s language, is only an apparent not a real one. It is only when, on the one hand, we view 
all mankind as absolutely and unconditionally given over to the ivhole extent of the penalty of 
deaih on account of Adam, instead of considering them as actually incurring a part, and as ex¬ 
posed to aDd in imminent danger of the whole; and then on the other, regard Christ as having 
actually bestowed eternal life on all thus exposed, instead of having bestowed more or less of the 
blessings procured by him on all, and eternal life only on all who actually believe ; it is only in 
auch a case, I say, that anything of consequence can be made out to favour the doctrine of univer¬ 
sal salvation. But no rules of interpretation oblige us to embrace such an exegesis. The nature 
of yosjiel-grace, as contrasted with the evil effects of Adam’s sin, is the grand tlieme. Why is not 
the great object of the writer answered, when he has shown, that all men have gained more by the 
p-ace of the gospel, than they have lost by the offence of Adam ? Or why, because the writer 
particularizes (as usual) some of the highest blessings and evils on both sides, should all inferior 
blessings and evils be excluded from his meaning? When it is an actual fact that the grace of 
Christ does confer many important favours on all men without exception, why should we, why need 
we, limit the declarations of the apostle to only a small part of men ? The interpretation which I 
defend has the manifest advantage, as it seems to me, of comporting with fact, as well as with the 
philology of the passage. It is no more true that all men suffer the whole of everlasting death, 
than it is that all men obtain the whole of everlasting life. But all suffer more or less of the sen¬ 
tence, in the first case; they enjoy more or less of the blessings in the second. Beyond this, all 
are in imminent peril, in the first case; to all salvation is proffered in the second. Why are not 
the demands of the passage answered, when the nature of the two things is fully and respectively 
disclosed ? But in case we resort to w hat actually happens, we may then advance to a certain 
extent, both as to evil inflicted and good bestowed. If we look beyond, aDd take a general sur¬ 
vey of the nature of each dispensation, we find that the pit is open on the one hand, and heaven on 
the other. It depends now on the choiceof men, whetherthey will advance to tlieright orto the left. 
The universality, the greatness, the certainty of gospel-salvation to all who will accept the prof¬ 
fered good, i. e., the time nature and principle of all this, is altogether and strikingly illustrated aud 
confirmed by the passage before us. 

It belongs to those w ho defend the limitation of ol iroAXoi in regard (o blessings, to show how 
the great point which the apostle urges throughout (he passage before us, viz., the supera- 
b (minting of grace, is made out by him on the ground which they assume. This they have a 
right to insist on, w ho ore of the opinion that oi noWol must mean the same in both cases. If 
the former should say, ‘It is made out as to the elect;’ then the question will be whether the 
elect are the predominant party, the great mats? I do not undertake to say that they will 
not eventually be so; but when the apostle wrote (and even down to the present time), all 
might say as Jesus did, 'Strait is the gate and narrow the way, and feir there be that find it.* 
Besides, if a superalcuhdir.g of grace over sin as to the elect only, is here the question, then, 
to be consistent, only the elect cm te taken in the counterpart,». r., the apostle must be sup¬ 
posed to speak only of the elect here as injured by the Bin of Adam. And this, difficult as it 
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would be to render It probable, would be a more eligible and consistent interpretation than tha 
other. How can the two respective members of a comparison or similitude, or (if one pleases) 
dissimilitude or antitheais.be so immeasurably disproportionate as the exegesis that I have been 
examining makes them ? Even if we can get no satisfaction from this passage, without assuming 
such premises, I do not see how we can bring ourselves to assume them. Whenever the mind 
Is thus forced upon conclusions contrary to the nature of the language, and against the tenor of 
the surrounding context and the apparent aim cf the writer, it must after all remain in a waver¬ 
ing, uncertain, conjectural state. It is much better to give uptlie expectation of finding the true 
sense, than thus to do violence to the laws of interpretation. 

One remark more should be made. This is, that the mtpcrabounding of the grace now in ques¬ 
tion, is Its superaboundlng over the evils occasioned by Adam’s fall. It goes far beyond these. 
It embraces the iroXAci wapawrwfiara of men, verse 1C. It exceeds even the flinfl that are com¬ 
mitted under the law (verse 20), great and grievous as they are. 


(15) n aganru/ia, offence, fall, viz., the first sin of Adam. That 
only one sin, and this altogether peculiar as to its effects, is here 
taken into view by the apostle, seems clear from verses 16, 17, 18.— 
Xag/<r/xa, favour , benefit , good bestowed on us or done for us. 

E/ /ag, for if] does not imply uncertainty here, but concession. 
The shape of the argument stands thus : ‘ Granting (as we must do) 
that the many [all] die [come under sentence of death] through 
Adam or by means of him; much more must we allow/ &c. The 
conditional sentence here, preceded by u, is what grammarians name 
the absolute conditional, viz., that in which the Indie, stands in the 
protasis and apodoeis. So here, dnsdavov —iTr^/ovreuc’E. In such cases 
the protasis is assumed as being conceded; New Testament Gramm. 
§ 129. 3. a. Tag is here obviously yu% confirmantis ,—*E voe refers of 
course to ’ A Bd/x. 

Oi -Jr oXXo/ avridaw, the many died , i. e ., all men came under sentence 
of death. IIoXXo/ here is exchanged’in verse 18 for ndvrag dvd^noui;; 
this therefore is doubtless the meaning of <7roXXo/. The reason why 
the apostle employs this word seeins plainly to be, because he had 
just said tou eve's, of which o/ -roXXo/ is the direct antithesis , and as such 
would designate all men in distinction from Adam. In regard to 
diredavov, I must refer the reader to what is said on ^dvaro$ under 
verse 12. I would merely remark, that if Savaroj means, as I have 
there stated it to mean, evil of any kind in this world or in the next, 
then it is true that Adam did by his offence cause S dvarog to come 
on all without exception, inasmuch ns all his race are born destitute 
of a disposition to holiness, and in such a state that their natural 
passions, whenever they come to act as moral agents, will lead them 
to sin. All too are the heirs of more or leas suffering. It is true, 
then, that all suffer on A darn’s account; that all are brought under 
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more or ie93 of the sentence of death; in a word, that o) rroKhoi anefavov; 
but still it need not be maintained because of this, that all, without 
any distinction and without any voluntary act of their own, are 
equally exposed to Sdvarog in its fullest and highest and most awful 
sense. This I can no more regard as true, than that all men partake 
of the ^ag/tf/xa of Christ in its highest sense, without any act of their 
own, i. e. } without repentance and faith. To say that oi coXXo/ acred avov 
hid 'Ahd/i,, is not to say that all have the sentence executed, on them in 
its highest sense (which is contradicted by fact); but it is to say, 
that in some respect or other, all are involved in it; that as to more 
or less of it, all are subjected to it; and that all are exposed to the 
whole of the evil which death includes, and this evil their own 
individual sin will consummate. In like manner, all receive some 
important benefits from Christ, even without any concurrence of their 
own; the most important favours moreover are proffered to every 
individual, but still these can be actually enjoyed only through 
penitence and faith. 

In a word, it appears to be one design of the apostle to say, that 
all the human race, without exception, are involved, by the offence 
of Adam, in more or less of evil, i. e ., in arog of some kind or other 
and as the antithetic rue rog of this, to affirm that all, without excep¬ 
tion, partake of blessings which Christ has procured. Here is an 
essential point of the rberog. As to the detail; it certainly is not 
necessary to suppose, that those who never had any knowledge or 
duty, and never arrived at a state- in which they were capable of 
moral agency; in a word, that infants and idiots—are liable to the 
same ^dvareg in all respects, as those who have sroXXa ^aoarrrdjiLa-ci 
(ver. 16) of their own to answer for. It is enough for the apostle’s 
purpose, that all, even without any act or concurrence of their own, 
do in some degree partake both of the evil and the good, while the 
good ; at the same time, all by their ow 7 n acts may either 

bring on themselves ^dvarog in its ultimate and highest sense on the 
one hand, or by penitence and faith they may obtain furi in its 
highest sense on the other. 

noXXw paWov, much more; in sense just what the old logicians 
call an a fortiori in argument.—*H xdoig rati 0?ou xai n haszd sv 
the grace of God arid the gift which is by grace) some regard as a 
Ilendiadye, and that the meaning is the gracious gift of God y viz., 
that gift which the gospel proffers, or those blessings which Christ 
has procured. But viewing the design of the writer as I do, I pro- 
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for ft different interpretation, and construe each clause separately. 
\dgig rcu 0£oD should, in this way of interpretation, be regarded as 
designating the favours which God bestows on all men without dis¬ 
tinction for Christ’s sake, and without any act on their part which 
is the condition of their being bestowed. See the same distinction 
made by the phraseology of ver. 17— rr t v iregiaceiav rqg x“Z ,T0 *> xal rr\g 
Sugedg 8/xa/oauvr}$. But the more usual way of interpreting these 
expressions by the strenuous advocates of imputation, gives no special 
significancy to this double enunciation. The repetition of this du¬ 
plication in ver. 17, however, seems to import that there is some 
speciality of design in it. If so, what is it, except it be that which 
has been suggested ? 

Tl h x^i /r b ^ ^ am right in the suggestion above, must mean 
the special blessings which are actually bestowed on some, through 
Christ, or on account of what he has done and suffered, and which 
are proffered to all. While all without distinction participate in 
some of the blessings which Christ has procured, and further bless¬ 
ings arc in their full extent freely proffered to all, yet those who 
believe and actually receive pardon, do in this way become defacto 
participators of these further blessings in their highest sense. If any 
one should incline to interpret xH ig T0 ^ ® e °v an( l i sv XH ,U 
x. r. X. as a repetition of the idea for the sake of intensity , he should 
even in this case, refer xH l $ to the gracious or benevolent feeling 
or intention of the divine mind, and ?] lugtd x. r. X. to this design as 
developed in the actual execution of such intention. 

Tfi rov hag .... Xg/droD, which is of one man Jesus Christ . Tf\ 
has x“Z m for its antecedent. The Genitive roD Wag x. r. X. may be 
construed in different ways. If it be taken as Gen. ohjccti y then it 
will mark the favour bestowed on Christ, i. e. y of which he was the 
recipient; which docs not seem here to be the object of assertion. 
If it be construed as Gen. aucloris , then it will designate the grace 
of which Christ is the cause or author. Paul has just said %«£/£ 
0£ou, where 0eou plainly denotes the author; here therefore it is 
more probable, that rov hog x. t. X. is Gen. avetoris , i. e. y it signifies 
here, that the blessings bestowed upon men conic by or through 
Christ, as their immediate cause or author. Such is the economy 
of the gospel, that we may ascribe all its blessings to God, and call 
them xH li 0£ ™ * wc ma y a ^°> with equal correctness, say, that Christ 
is the author or bestow cr of all the peculiar blessings of gospel grace. 

Q 
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“ Of his fulness have we all received, even grace for grace,” John 
i. 16. 

E ig rove <ttoW ovg itfeg/trceuij's, hath abounded toward the many. Tovg 
‘ToXXouj with the article, has a different meaning from irc/J.ovg without 
it; just as oi croAXo/' in the preceding clause, differs from croXXo/. The 
latter would signify many in distinction from a few ; but oi to/./.o! 
signifies the many , i. e the mass of men, as we say in English ; or 
in German, die Gesammtheit der Menscken; in Hebrew, 

Rightly has Augustine said (on ver. 19) : * A/xaes-cuXo/ xarserdO^cav oi 
ff o X X o/, multi constituti sunt peccatores, i. e., omnes , qui revera sunt 
multi. So in ver. 18, the synonyme is travrag uvdtdvovg. Indeed the 
laws of language here seem to place the meaning as thus given beyond 
the reach of fair controversy. When the apostle wished, as he did 
here (certainly in the first clause of ver. 15), to divide all men into 
two classes, if the 6 tig be put in the one, then oi croAXo/must designate 
the other, n dvreg would not here answer his purpose, for this would 
make but one class, which would of course include the 6 e7g; for the 
opposition of rrdvng is ovbeig, no one, none. Moreover ctgAXg/ (without 
the article) w’ould not answ’er his purpose ; for this is in opposition 
to some, not to one. Just so in the second member of ver. 15, where 
Christ ( the one ) is put in opposition to, or in distinction from, u 
troXAo/, i. e ., all others besides himself. If it be asked, How' then 
could the apostle employ xdvrag dvO^dcrovg in ver. 18? The answ er is 
easy. In ver. 18 there is no antithesis of o eTc, one person, but only 
of h trugd',rru/ia i which of course leaves the apostle at liberty to ex¬ 
change oi croXA©/ for cdirec. 

The reader will observe, that the statement made in this verse is 
simple declaration; a declaration, however, in which the appeal is 
tacitly made to that sense of the divine goodness, which the apostle 
seems to have taken for granted, dwelt in the breast of all his 
readers. ‘ If it be true,’ says lie, ( that the sin of Adam occasioned 
so much evil ; then surely we may regard it as true, that the good¬ 
ness of God has abounded so as to counterbalance it.* He needed 
no argument to make his readers inclined to receive this. 

As to any further question, how r much r t yjdyg roD ©fou and r, oaesa 
*v yd£iTi Lore mean, and how these are bestowed on all men, I must 
refer the reader to the remarks made in Excursus IV. Let us count 
in w bat manner wc please, if w r e make a right estimate, the blessings 
of the gospel will be found to be more than sufficient to counlcrbal- 
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ance the mischiefs of the fall; and this must be true, even when we 
take into view the full extent of those mischiefs. 

(16) Kal, imo , immo , yea; or it may well be rendered moreover , 
or again. The preceding verse exhibits the diverse nature or kind 
of influence upon men, through Adam and Christ respectively. The 
one condemns or destroys ; the other forgives and saves . The pre¬ 
sent verse exhibits a diversity of influence in another respect, viz., as 
to the degree in which it exists or is exercised. On the one side is 
the mischievous influence of one offence only; on the other is forgive¬ 
ness extended to many offences. The comparison* begins with the 
general assertion of dissimilarity {ouy d,g) as in verse 15, and then 
continues with a yag causal as before. After ovy oJg, we should men¬ 
tally insert xardxgtfia in order to fill out the ellipsis; as is clear from 
the next clause, viz., ri (a\v ydg xgfoa. e/g xardxgi/xa. Comp, ouy cog, 
ro oragaerreo/ia, in verse 15. 

' A(Aa(>T7}GavTog. Several important Codices read a^a^r^aarog, viz., 
D., E., F., G., Cant., Germ., Boern., Harl.; also the Syriac, Vul¬ 
gate, and old Latin versions, with Theodorct (not uniformly), Aug., 
llufin. Pclag., Ambrosiast., Scdul., which Griesbach has received 
into the text. But the present reading has, on the whole, a decided 
weight of evidence in its favour; and it is attended with no serious 
difficulty. One need only insert xardxg//xa after rig, and the compa¬ 
rison is obvious ; and that this should be done is plain, as has already 
been hinted, from the clause immediately following, viz., to/ isv ydg 
xgT/j,a x. r. X. The whole would then read thus, *Moreover [the con¬ 
demnation] on account of one who sinned, is not like the free gift; 
for the sentence by reason of one [offence] was unto condemnation 
[was a condemning sentence]; but the free gift [pardon] is of many 
offences unto justification, i. e ., is a sentence of acquittal from con¬ 
demnation for many offences.’ 

After h(j)ori(ACt. we must supply eyevero or O'TjXOe ,— To /lev ydg xgT/ui 
ivof, i. e., ej bog [-rct^acr rd/xaTog] ; for the antithesis, ydgusfia ex, ffoXXwv 
'raoaTrojficLTwv, shows very clearly that ^agoL^rdiAarog is to be supplied 
after bog. Flatt observes that the mention of one offence, viz., the 
first one of Adam, does not exclude the idea that his other and sub¬ 
sequent offences might, have contributed to the evils of bis posterity, 
as well as this; “much less,” he adds, “can we conclude that this 
one sin was the only cause of corruption.” But 1 cannot accede to 
this sentiment in the shape in which it is here presented. It is clear 
throughout this passage (verses 12—19), that to ^raga^roi^a, in n-agd- 



244 


ROMANS V. 16. 


fiaffig, ri <irapaxoq, all have a specific relation to Adam’s first sin. 
Equally clear is it, that 1 Tim. ii. 14. 2 Cor. xi. 3. 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 
favour this opinion. And in the verse before us, eg evog [-raga^rrw- 
/iarosj is plainly and directly opposed to cr o X X S v rraoaKTW'Aoirav. 
But how could this be, unless Paul considered the first offence of 
Adam, and (I may say) this only, as having occasioned the evils 
which he here contrasts with the blessings bestowed by Christ? It 
must be granted, indeed, that this was a peculiar dispensation of the 
Most High, one which displayed his sovereignty in a special manner. 
But so was the dispensation of grace. It was the one act of obedience 
unto death , by which Christ procured justification (3/xa/waa) for us. 
All the obedience of his life did, no doubt, contribute to the perfec¬ 
tion of his character, and thus fitted him to become an acceptable 
propitiatory sacrifice; but his obedience unto the death of the cross, 
was the grand act by which our salvation was ensured; comp. Phil, 
ii. 8. Matt. xxvi. 39, 42. John x. 18. Ileb. x. 7—10. In this re¬ 
spect, therefore, the obedience of the second Adam may be compared 
with the disobedience of the first; and so, indeed, does the apostle 
make the comparison in verse 19. 

To (Liv ya.% xpfca x. r. X. The word xfna, as here employed, pro¬ 
bably has reference to the formal threatening recorded in Gen. ii. 17, 
in accordance with which sentence was passed upon Adam. This 
sentence was [eyhsro] z); xardxoipa of his posterity, all of whom were 
subjected to evil, i. e., to death, on his account. Kefya then has refer¬ 
ence to him, and xardxoipa to his posterity, as they are here employed. 
The words are often synonymous; and are substantially so here; but 
the two forms are used for the sake of variety and making distinction. 

Xag/o/z-a is here the opposite of or xaraxoiua, i. e., forgiveness 
or the bestowment of favours on the one side, and condemnation or 
infliction of evil on the other. The preposition lx is not strictly ac¬ 
commodated to the connection with yfieic/xct, for the simple Genitive 
would be more exact, according to the usual mode of expression. Its 
use here seems to have been occasioned by its use in the preceding 
clause, viz., in eg evoc, where it is employed in the sense of propter, 
because of, on account of, as in John iv. 6. Acts xxviii. 3. Rev. 
viii. 13. xvi. 10, 11. Sept. Gen. xvi. 5. al.; see Bretsch. Lex. ex, 
2. d. But there lx seems to denote the occasional cause, i. e., forgive¬ 
ness could not be exercised unless there existed offence or sin. In 
this sense yfiinspu proceeds from offences. The croXXw v is introduced 
to qualify ^a^avTOjadrajv, but does not alter the nature of the construe- 
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tion. The use of U in these two different relations and shades of 
sense, is here a kind of paronomasiac employment of it. 

noXXwv rraorttfrointuroiv cannot be rendered (as Stiskind and Flatt 
translate it), sins of many. This must have been expressed here, as 
it is in all the cases where rroW&v is applied to designate the mass of 
men in this passage, by the use of the article, viz., r 5 v noWay naga- 
—A;xa/u/xa differs from ^ag/^aa, only as the act differs from 
the intention . Xupt/ia is favour as exhibited in the gracious inten¬ 
tion of him who forgives. A/xcww/xa is actual pardon or gratuitous 
justification. For 5/xa/w/xor, Cod. D., Clar., ^Fth. have 5/xa/oyxa faq;, 
which is favoured by dr/.aiw<nv in ver. 18, and teems to be by no 
means an improbable reading. 

The verse thus interpreted shows the ground of the veoi<t<n/u—the 
abounding of the grace of the gospel—over the >car axgipa occasioned 
by the sin of Adam. This abounding was generically asserted, or 
rather implied , in ver. 15, but not particularly explained. Here it 
is particularized. Whatever were the evils brought upon the pos¬ 
terity of Adam by his fall, they were only such as one offence occa¬ 
sioned. But, on the other hand, the blessings procured by Christ 
arc not merely commensurate with these evib, they extend not only 
to counterbalancing the consequences of the fall, but also to the re¬ 
moving of the consequences of the woWa -rapaerrw/xara of men. 

As to the sentiment of this verse, it is quite evident, that whether 
the xardng/fLa in question be considered as the loss of the righteous¬ 
ness of man's original state, and the being born in a condition in 
which it is certain that our passions will get the better of our reason 
and bring us under condemnation; or whether it be considered as 
matter of fact, that the sin of Adam causes all men to be born with a 
disposition which is in itself positive sin, and thus necessarily brings 
us into condemnation: it is still true, in either case, that the evil 
inflicted or suffered is of such a nature as to lead to, or to prepare 
the way for xardxgifL a, condemnation , i. e., S dvarog . 

But arc all men without exception brought into xaraxg/^a ? In 
the lil vC Bense, I reply, as they are all made the partakers of the 
yf oKS'La. Many blessings are bestowed, for Christ’s sake, on all men 
without exception, whether with or without their voluntary concur¬ 
rence. Forbearance to punish, temporal blessings, probationary 
opportunities to secure eternal happiness, &c., come to all. So tem¬ 
poral evils, trials, suffering, loss of the original state of righteousness, 
peculiar exposure to temptations, predominating sensual appetites, 
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&c., come upon all, even without their concurrence. Beyond these, 
we may say that some voluntary act on the part of each individual 
(as has once and again been stated), is essential to final death or life; 
certainly it is essential in order to receive the 6r/.aiu/j.a in its full 
sense, for without repentance and faith it is impossible that actua 1 
and ultimate forgiveness should be in fact bestowed. If now the 
comparison of the apostle will fully hold here, (and who w ill deny 
that he means to make the impression that it will?) how can it any 
more be shown, that the one sinner has directly and absolutely and 
unconditionally brought xardxp/ia in its highest sense on all men 
without any act of their own, than it can be shown that brxaiufia in 
its full sense is actually conferred by the one righteous on all with¬ 
out any act of their own? The latter certainly is not true; and if 
so, how then can the former be made out; or, at least, how can it 
be made out from analogy? That the fall of Adam has had an in¬ 
fluence on the guilt and condemnation of all who perish, in some way 
or other; that it is one of the causes of these, in the sense of being 
the special occasion of, or of being peculiarly'accmon/ to , a state or 
condition preparatory to the guilt that brings on xurdxzipu in its 
highest sense, I do most fully believe and freely admit. I see no 
good ground to deny that the apostle had so much in view. More 
than this, however, the language which he employs does not oblige 
us to admit, nor (so far as I can see) the usual law s of interpretation 
permit us to admit, in case we hold ourselves bound to construe his 
various assertions so as to make them accord with each other, and 
with the first principles of moral consciousness. More than this, 
the nature of his comparisons does not seem to allow. The analogy, 
moreover, of other parts of Scripture seems to speak for such an 
interpretation; as w T e shall see in the sequel. See Excursus on this 
verse. 

(17) Re-examination of this verse has led me to views of its con¬ 
struction and immediate object in the apostle’s discourse, somewhat 
different from those stated in the first edition of this work. The ydo 
at the commencement of it makes some difficulty, at first view 7 : for 
verse 17 does not seem to be designed as a confirmation of the lead¬ 
ing idea in verse 16, w hich is, the contrast betw r een the evils occa¬ 
sioned by one sin, and the good bestowed by the forgiveness of many 
sins. But in verse 17 the reigning idea is, that if God inflicted so 
much evil as the consequence of the one sin of one man, a fortiori he 
w r ill secure the greater good where his grace abounds through one, 
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Now this same idea, for substance, is conveyed by verse 15 ; where, 
indeed, the very same hypothetical form of assertion (e/ ydo x. r. X.) 
is used, and the same nouns and duged) are employed. There 

we have xai dvgtu. .... and litre we have rqv gio- 

fft/av rijg yd^irog xai dugsdg .... Xa/i(3dvovreg t which is altogether equi¬ 
valent. All the difference that I can perceive between the two 
verses is, that the expressions in verse 17 are more intense: e . <?♦, 
verse 15 d ctoXXoj 1 arrEtiavov, but in verse 17 o ^dvarog efiacjXevfc ; in verse 
15 ydpg xai . . . tig roug tfoXXovg icreg/ffoeutfe, in verse 17 d Xa^fid- 
vovrtg 'Tsgicaeiav ... iv fafj (3a&/\evaova/. Verse 17, then, may be regarded 
as being more intense and specific in its form of expression; but it 
does not seem to enlarge the actual circle of the ideas. I must 
therefore regard it in the light of repetition, for the sake of intensity 
or emphasis , of the reigning idea of the whole passage, viz., the 
abounding of grace over sin. In this view the reader may connect 
it with the ovy dg to naodrrruiLOL ovrpjg to ydoisiLa of verse 15, or with 
the equivalent expression at the commencement of verse 16. The 
latter is preferable for its facility. The general idea that runs 
through the three verses is, the abounding of grace over sin. Verse 
15 declares that we may naturally expect this, viz., from the well- 
known character of God (for such seems to be the writer’s view); 
verse 16 shows that it must be so, because many sins are forgiven 
by grace, while one sin comes into the account as the cause of the 
evils in question. Verse 17 then repeats the main idea in language 
more strong and specific than had before been used. The yd% seems 
therefore to be referrible to an d-jrug eeri, or something of the like 
nature here in the apostle’s mind, in reference to the greatness and 
the certainty of the salvation bestowed through ^Christ, which he has 
so strongly insisted on in verses 1—11 of the present chapter. As 
if he would say, ( Salvation is sure and certain; our hope will not 
make us ashamed or disappoint us (verse 5) ; we may rejoice confi¬ 
dently in God as our covenant God (verse 11); /or, because , (yr^), 
it is certain that if sin has done great mischief in bringing all into a 
state of condemnation, grace will do much more good as dispensed 
through Jesus Christ.’ Or if the reader is not satisfied with the 
causal relation as thus indicated, because he may deem it too remote, 
wc may state it thus ; 4 The dissimilarities between the nature and 
operations of the sin of Adam and the beneficence of Christ, are not 
only great in some important respects, but they are such as lead ua 
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to believe with the greater certainty that salvation is secure. This 
is so ; FOR if by the offence of one , &c.* 

The attentive reader will not fail to observe, that the conclusion 
drawn in this verse (for such it is when considered in a logical point 
of view), is apparently drawn in part from premises indirectly as¬ 
serted or implied, and in part from the nature of the case, which the 
writer might presume would be understood and assented to by all 
his readers. What is indirectly asserted, is, that there is ttepici st/a 
rrig %dig*T 05 xaJ Saoeag rfjg S/za/offbvrjg. The consequence of this is, 
the bestowment of life in Christ. Then, moreover, the idea that is 
brought to view in verse 15, viz., that we may well expect from the 
nature of the case and the cnaracter of God, that the effects of tin 
beneficence of Christ will predominate over the effects of Adam's 
sin, seems to be here conjoined with the sentiment assumed respect¬ 
ing the abundance of grace. The 17th verse, then, is properly an 
ent/iymemfy i. e., a syllogism whose form is not fully made out. 

A/a too evog may be regarded as emphatic . The apostle had already 
said, rut too tvlg TTuganTuiiAcirt; and when he says again, s-BuffiAtoffe i3/a 
too hog, lie renders emphatic two things, viz., the predominance of 
death, and the fact that this predominance was occasioned by one 
individual, viz., Adam. 

TloWGj , . . . Xg/tfro o. It seems evident to me that croXXu /x u7J}.ov 
here should be referred to the greater credibility that the happiness 
of the pardoned will be secure, and not that it should be taken (as 
Siiskind, Flatt, and Tholuck maintain) as qualifying fiaajAtvffouci . 
In ver. 15, the same words may qualify E-eg/ffcrevee, and so they are 
construed by some; and here they may be construed with j3a<n\eu 
ffova; but in both cases the most simple and obvious method is to 
construe them as referring to the greater credibility of super-abound¬ 
ing grace. They stand too far from the respective verbs, to be 
naturally joined with them. 

In respect to the phrases Tr,v ‘TEgicasiav 7/jg ;/d|/ro£ and rjjg Sougsag r^g 
bixcuoffb»r,g, see remarks on ver. 15. I would merely add here, that 
if we construe the first as pertaining to those blessings of the gospel 
which arc bestowed on all men without exception and without dis¬ 
tinction, and thesccond as dcsignatingthcpeculiarblessings bestowed 
on the penitent and believing, then both conjoined would here indi¬ 
cate, that they who reign in life must be partakers of both; in which 
case their salvation must be altogether certain. Of those who think 
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that there is no ground for any distinction of meaning between the 
two phrases, some adopt the exegesis here which represents Christ as 
the author of blessings only to the elect , and some that which makes 
actual redemption co-extensive with the human race. But how can 
the first method of exegesis be correct, when the laws of philology 
and interpretation here will not warrant it, and when indeed the 
fact itself contradicts it? And how can the second be true, which 
contradicts the context and innumerable declarations in various parts 
of the Scriptures? Yet, on another ground, viz., that a simple and 
essential principle merely of the gospel dispensation is here stated, 
both of the expressions here employed map be regarded as equiva¬ 
lent, without any serious difficulty; for then the declaration is, that 
( the gospel , taken as a system of grace in opposition to the evils of 
sin , PROFFERS blessings far more abundant than the evils which the 
sin of Adam has introducedl. It proffers abundant pardon and eter¬ 
nal glory? And in this case, the reigning in life would seem to in¬ 
dicate a higher measure of happiness than men would have attained, 
had they continued obedient under a system of mere law. Respect¬ 
ing this wc can only say : c O the depth of the riches of gospel- 
grace.’ With men this may be unexpected and even improbable ; 
but — c God will be greatly glorified in his Son.’ 

While I am fully persuaded, however, that the principal design of 
the apostle in the whole passage , is to state the nature and tendencies 
of the two different dispensations under Adam and Christ , yet this 
last method of interpreting his language does not oblige us to main¬ 
tain, that the two expressions above quoted, and employed in vers. 
15,17, were designed to be mere parallelisms or synonymes. Still 
I would concede, that we may regard them so, and construe them 
in accordance with such a view, without doing any violence to the 
laws of interpretation. 

Tholuck refers dixaiocvvr) here to internal sanctification, or to the 
life of God in the soul of man, t. e., subjective holiness. But it seems 
to me quite clear, that 3/xa/otfuwj conveys the same meaning here as 
<S/xa /uOevree in vers. 1, 9. Certainly this makes the antithesis to the 
state of condemnation, designated by 6 ifiaaiXsvae in the pre¬ 

ceding clause. 

As to (SaoiXtvoovGt h it is well known that is the common 
word to indicate happiness , and therefore it needs not to be here 
proved. That to reign means to be exalted to an elevated and glori¬ 
ous condition , the render may see by comparing Rev. ii. 26, 27. iii. 
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21. Matt. xix. 28. Luke xxii. 30. 1 Cor. vi. 2. 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12. 
Rev. xx. 4. Dan. vii. 22. Ps. xlix. 14. Ex. xix. 6, comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9. 


CHAP. Y. 18, 19. 


We have already seen, that ver. 12 contains a protasis without a corresponding apodosis. We 
have also seen, that oc e*-n -rihror -tov peWovTor (ver. 14) may be regarded as comprising in the 
way of hint, but uol formally, a kind of ajxxlosis. No sooner was rvirot tou ptWovro^ uttered by 
the apostle, than his mind was turned to the comparison thus proposed to the mind by the use 
of these words, and lie proceeds to guard his readers against misconstruing tuwoc, by carrying 
too far the resemblance which it indicates. Accordingly lie doe3 this, as we hare seen, in verses 
15—17, which exhibits the epanorthosis in question ; for so grammarians call that 

form of speech which is designed to guard against mistakes. This being completed, he now 
proceeds fully to exhibit his apodosis or main conclusion, In verses 18,19. But the reader should 
not consider these verses as a eimple resumption of the subject as left unfiuished in verse 12; 
for it is evident that the manner of expression in them is built upon what is 9aid or declared in 
the intermediate verses. This will be made evident in the explanation of the phraseology. 


(18) *Aga ouv . . , . xaraxoi/ia, wherefore , as by the offence of one 
[sentence came] upon all men unto condemnation . " Aga and aga ojv 
are commonly illative, according to New Testament usage; e. g. y 
Matt. vii. 20. Gal. iv. 31. Rom. vii. 3, 25. viii. 12. ix. 10, 18. xiv. 
12, 19, et alibi. Nor does this make any serious difficulty here. 
The apostle had already averred, that Adam was ru-xo; rou jtis>J.ovrog, 
He had already shown, that the mischiefs resulting to our race from 
the fall of Adam, were more than repaired by the grace of Christ. 
W A pa. ouy, then, would by no means be inapposite. It is as much as 
to say : ( Matters being as I have already declared, it follows or 
results from them, that the comparison begun in verse 12 will hold, 
viz., that as all have been introduced to sin and death by Adam, so 
righteousness and life are provided for all by Christ.’ While aga 
ouv may be admitted then (as Tholuck urges), to be illative , this does 
not hinder these words from standing at the head of a sentence which 
is in substance a resumption of what had been said in verse 12, 
although the form of it is illative in respect to what had been said 
in the intermediate verses. 

That di bbg Kagatrrwfiarog means by the offence of one [/na/i], has 
been strenuously argued by some, from the antithesis <5/ bhg S/xa/w/^a- 
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ret } which naturally (as they aver) cannot mean any thing but the 
righteousness of one (not one righteousness). This seems, at first 
riew, to be conclusive ; yet the idiQm of the whole passage makes 
strongly against it. When Paul wishes to make such a distinction^ 
he says rfi ioj ev&s Kaganrwaart, using the Dative of nagd ktuilol and 
the Genitive of els with the article before it; see verse 15, and 
the same again in verse 17. In verse 1G, where he employs hog 
without the article, he uses a participle (d,aagrri<javTog) with it, in 
order to prevent mistake ; while in the antithetic part, he employs 
ditiguiirou (verse 15), and I. Xg«rrov (verse 17), so as effectually to guard 
against any misconception of his meaning by the general reader. 
But in verse 18 neither of these methods of designation is employed. 
I see not, therefore, how we can well avoid the conclusion, that 6/ 
naganrjjfiarog means by one offence ; and so, that 5/ hog dixunotAarog 
must mean by one righteousness . If the latter expression appears 
somewhat unusual or strange, the reader should call to mind, that 
Paul’s froquent antithesis occasions, in not a few instances, unusual 
expressions to be employed, which carry out a kind of paronomasia 
and render the diction on the whole the more striking. All difficulty 
about dixatufia here however, is removed by verse 19, where bnaxoi} 
is employed in its stead. Both the dixa/u/Ma and the d-tocxotj refer, no 
doubt, more specifically to his great act of ie obedience unto death,” 
on account of which God highly exalted the Saviour and gave him 
the fruits of his obedience, viz., sinners justified and accepted. 
A/xa/w/xa, here taken as the antithesis of KagaKru/xa, must mean the 
obedient fulfilling of what was required of Christ as our substitute. 

That *£//xa is implied after naganrd)/xarog y is suggested by Calvin, 
«and is clear from the manifestly elliptical condition of the sentence 
ns it now stands, as well as from a comparison of it with the middle 
clause in verse 16. 

E ig ndvrag dvOgdnovg is twice employed in this verse, instead of the 
o i koXXoI used in the preceding verse and in verse 19. The reason 
of this seems to be, that the hog here employed does not designate 
one man , but one offence , one righteousness or act of obedience. If 
hog here meant one man , then o! koI.XoI must have been employed as 
the natural antithesis of it ; for rdvrag would include that one, and 
KoXXoi would not. It should be noted also, that if the apostle had 
designed here to designate only the elect by Kavrag dvOgu>Koug in the 
second case, he could hardly have avoided subjoining to Kuvrag some 
other word than dvOgdKovg t which is the very word he had already 
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employed in the antithetic member of the sentence, and which the 
reader would naturally and indeed spontaneously understand in the 
same way in both cases. Where else in all the Bible is -ram; 
arig wcro/ employed as the designation of the elect only ? How can we 
feel ourselves at liberty here, then, to construe it in a manner con* 
trary to the plain and obvious sense of the words as usually em¬ 
ployed, and contrary to the very nature and object of the antithesis 
in this case ? So Calvin, strenuous as he was in his views respecting 
original sin, did not construe this passage. Let us hear him : 
u Communcm omnium gratiam facit, quia omnibus exposila est, non 
quod ad omnes extendatur re ipsa; nam etsi passus est Christus 
PRO PECCATIS TOTIUS MUNDI, atque OMNIBUS 1NDIFPERENTER 
Dei benignitale offeralur; non tamen omnes apprehend lint.” So do 
such men speak, when they look away from system and have 
thoroughly studied the scriptures, as Calvin had done when he 
wrote this. In his early work entitled Institutiones , he has some¬ 
times exhibited sentiments which appear to differ from these. I only 
add, that no words can more exactly express what I suppose the 
apostle to mean, than those of Calvin; for it is manifest, that he here 
considers the object of Paul to be a statement of what the gospel-plan 
of salvation is, considered as it is in its own proper nature, and not 
as giving the simple history of what has actually taken place in all 
respects. On the one hand is a state of imminent exposure to ever¬ 
lasting death, together with many other actual evils; on the other 
hand is free access for all to everlasting life, with the bestowment of 
many actual blessings. Could Calvin, if he were consistent with 
himself, view the subject in any other light than this? Does matter 
of fact justify us in extending it beyond this, if the parallel of the 
two cases is to be made out? 

ODry xal .... so [the free gift came] upon all men unto justi¬ 

fication of life. That yfLoic^aL is here to be supplied, is manifest from 
the nature of the case, from the elliptical state of the phrase, and 
from a comparison with the latter clause of verse 16 . oil™ xni is 
the sign of the apodosis , which stands in antithesis both to verse 12, 
and to the first clause in the present verse, which is in substance a 
resumption or repetition of that verse. 

A ixa/ojoiv r (afig, justification of life , means that justification which 
is connected w r ith eternal life or happiness. So Calvin; and so the 
nature of the case requires. It is plain that <5/xa /wpa in verse 16, 
btKam\j\7\ in verse 17, and 5txa/ojoi$ here, are all used substantially in 
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the game senae; as indeed they all may be, consistently with the 
practice of the New Testament writers. These different words seem 
to be chosen by the writer, for the sake of avoiding uniformity of 
diction. On the other hand, the one 5/xa/w^a ascribed to Christ in 
the preceding phrase, must mean either hie “ obedience unto death,” 
or his incarnation as preparatory and essential to this; comp. Heb. 
x. 5—10. 

(19) Most interpreters have considered this verse to be little, if 
any thing, more than a repetition of ver. 18. So Theophylact, 
(Ecumenius, Sender, and even Tholuck and Riickert, Rosenmiiller, 
in a maimer characteristic of the superficial views which he frequently 
exhibits respecting the logical connection of discourse and the special 
structure of it, says : Hie eadem fere quanta vice [Paulus] dicit. 
Still, the ya% at the beginning of the verse shows, that the writer 
meant to assign some reason or ground for what he had just asserted 
in the preceding verse, either in the way of explanation or confirma¬ 
tion. Verse 18 asserts fully , having both a protasis and an apodosis, 
what ver. 12 begins to assert but leaves unfinished, viz., that as by 
the offence of Adam all men were brought into a state of condemna¬ 
tion, so by the <3/xa/w,aa of Christ all were brought into a state of 
justification. In ver. 18, then, the simple fact that men are brought 
into such a state is declared, but nothing is directly said in this verse 
which accounts or assigns a specific reason for such consequences. 

In ver. 19 therefore, the apostle adds the ground or reason why all 
men have come into a state of condemnation and of justification, viz., 
it is because they have become sinners through the disobedience of 
Adam on the one hand, and righteous through the obedience of Christ 
on the other; t. e., the disobedience of Adam was a cause or ground 
why all men became sinners and therefore came into a state of con¬ 
demnation, and the obedience of Christ is in like manner a cause or 
ground why all arc come into a state of justification. It seems to 
have been generally overlooked here, that the course of thought in 
vers. 18, 19 is substantially the same as that in ver. 12, with the 
exception that what is there merely hinted , is here fully and expli¬ 
citly declared. There the sentiment is, that, by the offence of one 
man sin entered the world and death followed, and followed so as to 
extend itself over all the human family, inasmuch as all became sin¬ 
ners, s<p f trdvreg r t /ia^roy. There too, as we have seen above, the xa/ 
ouru; intimates, that the entrance of sin and death into the world 
being brought about by the offence of Adam, the spread also of these 
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was in some way connected with or occasioned by this offence. Bnt 
in vers. 18, 19, these thoughts are fully and explicitly unfolded ; for 
ver. 18 declares explicitly that condemnation and justification are 
connected with or occasioned by the offence of Adam and the right¬ 
eousness of Christ, and ver. 19 shows that the ground or reason of 
this is, that on the one hand men are made sinners by the disobedi¬ 
ence of Adam, and on the other are made righteous through the 
obedience of Christ. The second part or apodosis in each of these 
verses is merely implied in ver. 12, and not at all expressed; but 
6i'j,ctor(t)\o} xaresrdSvffav ot o-oXXo/ of ver. 19, is evidently intended by the 
apostle to correspond with the eft erdvreg q/iagrov in ver. 12. What 
is added in ver. 19, to the former statement is, that ‘ by the disobedi¬ 
ence of one man , the many became sinners;’ a thing not explicitly 
declared but merely hinted in the xai oi Wug of ver. 12. 

It is allowed by nearly all commentators, that ver9. 18, 19 resume 
and complete the statement begun at verse 12. If then, as seems to 
be quite clear, eft f rrdvreg r^fiaorov in ver. 12 jind djuaprcoXot xareerd- 
ot ffoXXo/in ver. 19 correspond, it is plain that in the latter case 
actual sinners are denoted as well as actual sin in the former case. 
The fact, that Adam’s sin was a cause or ground of men’s becoming 
sinners in reality (not putatively so), and that Christ’s obedience was 
a ground of men’s becoming righteous, L e ., of their being justified 
in reality (not merely in a putative or fictitious manner), constitutes 
the substance of the declaration in ver. 19; and all this is a fuller 
and more explicit declaration of the sentiment implied in verse 12, 
while at the same time it stands related to verse 18 as assigning a 
ground or reason of the condemnation and justification there asserted. 

That napaxoT} here is the same as xapdficLGtg in verse 14, and as 
iragd'firujia in verses 15, 17, 18, needs hardly to be mentioned. In 
none of these cases is reference made to other offences of Adam 
besides the first, but specifically to the first and to that only. See 
on verse 16 above. In other words; it is not the rrasaxci} of Adam’s 
whole life to which the apostle here refers, but only to the first act 
of his disobedience. 

Every thing peculiar in this verse depends, as will readily be seen, 
on djxagruXol, dt'xatot, and xctOierr^t. In what sense then does scriptural 
usage entitle us to take the first of these words? In all other places 
except this, I cannot hesitate for a moment to say, it is taken as 
designating a sinner in heart and life , or (in other words) an actual 
einner. The very form and limitations of the verb ufJM^rdm, which 
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Las only an active voice, confirm this idea. If k /AotgraX^; is ever em¬ 
ployed in order to designate those who arc guilty, in the sense of 
being obnoxious to punishment; like the word guilty itself, in such 
cases, it implies at the same time moral turpitude and ill desert as 
the ground of tliis obnoxiousness. To designate one who has merely 
the susceptibility of receiving impressions that will lead him to sin 
(Adam had this before his fall); or one who has (as we say) merely 
an original disposition to sin, i. £., such a disposition as is native and 
not superinduced; or one who is beset with temptations to sin, and 
is in great danger from them; to designate one who is simply exposed 
to evil, or is merely unhappy or wretched ; the word kjuagruXog is 
never used in the Scriptures, unless it be so employed here. The 
proofs of this lie open to every one, in any good Concordance: and 
indeed the nature of the case is sufficient to satisfy most persons. 
Why then should we introduce a new sense of the word here? In 
ver. 12, when the apostle had said, that i by one man sin entered the 
world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men / he meant 
by these last words (as we have seen above), that his readers should 
understand him to hint, that the passing of death upon all men had 
some connection with Adam’s offence. But still he subjoins im¬ 
mediately, as the specific and immediate reason or ground of this 
death, eft $ navreg fyuo^rov. Why not recognize the same connection 
and the same sentiment here ? Adam’s sin was a cause or ground 
why all men are constituted sinners; yet Adam’s sin is not affirmed 
to be their sin ; they are not said to be iv avrp a/Accgr&fXo/, nor rfi 
a/Aagrtii aoroZ dt/xa^rcuXo/', nor yet rip xarcLxftifzart aurou xarahehixaCftevti \ 
but they are kfLa^rukoi in, by, and for themselves. A ground or 
cause of this, was Adam’s offence. Such is the relation of all men 
to him, and such the relation between parents and children, and such 
the laws of our propagated nature, that evils are entailed on all the 
posterity of Adam by his disobedience and fall. But natural evil, 
and disadvantage, and degeneracy of nature is one thing, and sin , is 
another. A man’s sin is and must be his oivn act , either internal or 
external, or both ; and for men to be apaoruXoi, they must be actively 
and voluntarily so. Another man’s sin can no more be mine, than 
his soul can be mine ; no more thnn his consciousness, will, affections, 
or disposition, can be mine. To impute them to me, then, must be 
to impute to me what in fact does not belong to me, what never did, 
and what never can. The candid advocates of imputation in its 
highest sense, concede this. But how much progress do we make in 
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the knowledge of things , and in the explanation of important prin¬ 
ciples in theology, when we affirm that God counts that as- existing 
which does not in reality exist, and which is in itself an impossi¬ 
bility ? 

To avoid the difficulty of such imputation (which indeed such men 
as Calvin, and Edwards, and Stapfer pointedly rejected) some, e. g. 7 
Edwards and others, have assumed an absolute unity or oneness of 
Adam and all his posterity. But this method of explanation is 
fraught with difficulties both physiological and moral. It is physio¬ 
logically untrue. A separate consciousness, will, affections, desires, 
&c., make separate beings; or else there is but one being material 
or immaterial,in the universe. Consciousness contradicts this theory. 
Individual accountability -renders it incredible. If Adam and his 
posterity are indeed all one, then all their sins arc just as much his, 
as his is theirs; and his penitence is as much theirs, as his offences. 
Or is it true, that God, a being of boundless benevolence and love of 
holiness, has made such a world that nothing but sin can be pro¬ 
pagated in it? 

The simple statement of fact seems to be, after all, that God has 
such an utter aversion to sin, that he has testified his displeasuie by 
an appalling exhibition of the woful consequences to which it leads. 
Sin is a violation of the order and harmony of the universe, and con¬ 
sequently productive of evil, because it disturbs those laws and ten¬ 
dencies all of which are in themselves productive of good. The 
greatest mischief of all is, that sin, in this way, brings suffering and 
sorrow upon the innocent as well as the guilty. But in this very 
way, too, the odious and abominable nature of sin is most fully and 
completely exhibited. The earth cursed for man’s sake ; the brute 
oreation subjected to innumerable evils on his account; the posterity 
of Adam born heirs of suffering, and despoiled of the disposition to 
obedience which our primitive ancestors possessed; arc all striking 
and melancholy evidences of the evil of sin. But for tlic evils to 
which Adam’s posterity are subjected and exposed, God lias provided 
a remedy; or rather, lie has prepared the way for redemption from 
them. The two things, therefore, now go together, viz., the exhibi¬ 
tion of the dreadful effects of sin on the one hand, and of abounding 
mercy and benevolence on the other. The constitution of the uni¬ 
verse, by which sin was made to appear so dreadful in its bitter fruits, 
is doubtless ordained to serve great and wise purposes, sooner or later, 
in the scheme of the divine .moral government and discipline. Nor 
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is (he case of Adam’s sin the only one, and altogether singular in its 
hind. The same principle in the constitution of the world every 
where developes itself. Parents by their vices ruin their children; 
wicked men corrupt their neighbourhood; bad rulers affect whole 
nations with evil, the innocent as well as the guilty. Nothing can 
be more unture, than that the mischiefs occasioned by sin light only 
upon the guilty. The horrible evil of sin is, that according to the 
constitution of the universe, it often involves the innocent as well 
as the guilty in its consequences. Nor could u the exceeding sin¬ 
fulness of sin” be fully displayed and held forth in its odious light 
to the abhorrence of all benevolent beings, unless such were the case. 
Still, after all is attributed to the first sin which belongs to it, it 
would be difficult to see how Adam’s first offence differed from other 
sins, as to the consequences which it superinduced, excepting that 
his condition and his relations to , the whole human race differed 
greatly from those of any of his posterity. The consequences of his 
sin, therefore, were peculiar and awfully deleterious. 

It is then one thing to be made a sufferer on account of the sin of 
others, and another thing to be constituted a sinner by something that 
he has done. So far as it respects the manner in which Adam’s sin 
has affected us, both of these consequences have flowed from it. This 
leads us to consider next the word, 

K.aTz<jTcct)ri<jav. The primary and literal sense of this word, as ac¬ 
tively used, seems to be to lay down , put down , deposit ; as its compo¬ 
sition (xa tu and larrifu) would plainly denote. In a secondary sense, 
the word means to establish , ordain , settle y introduce , arrange , deter¬ 
mine , decide or decree , constitute , to cause that any person or thing 
should be this or that, possess this or that quality, or fill this or that 
place or office, &c. Besides these active transitive senses, it has also 
neuter or intransitive meanings, e. g. y to subsist , to be extant , to be 
stable or established , to stand firm or unmoved . This latter class ot 
meanings would be quite inappropriate to the passage before us, and 
it is therefore plainly out of question. The form Kurteratineav is pas¬ 
sive Aor. 1; which tense is frequently employed, in many verbs, in 
the seusc of the middle voice (see New Test. Gramm. § 61. 4), where 
there is no Aor. middle. But as here there is a middle Aor. 1, the 
f ense of the verb must be regarded as being passive , and passive as 
to some of its transitive meanings; for it is only the Perfi, Pluperf., 
Aor. 2 act., and Put, 3 pass., that have a neuter or intransitive sense, 
excepting that the Pres., Imp., and Fut. middle may have either sense. 

it 
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We come then to the conclusion, that xarei must mean were 
constituted) were made to be , were caused to be; for standing in con¬ 
nection as it does with irapaxor} as designating a cause or means , it 
would hardly seem susceptible of any of the other transitive mean¬ 
ings which the verb xadian j/x; has. Reiche has laboured, with much 
learning, to prove that xud/try/Mi may mean to show , exhibit , publicly 
demonstrate any thing to be this or that; and that the Pass, voice 
may of course mean to be shown , &c. He admits, however, that 
classic examples of this usage are not at hand, excepting ahiov xaOn 
6 tuvhv (to show cause) as employed by Lucian. But in Hellenistic 
Greek he thinks this to be more common; e. g. 9 3 Macc. iii. 5, a-aav 
avOgw'iroig eudoxi/uoi xa0£/<rr^x£/ra v; where, however, the neuter sense (be 
came permanently) is better than the one he proposes, and indeed the 
only'one that can well be given to xaOtnjrvjxticav, because the tense 
is Pluperfect. So in Josephus, (Ant. VI. 5, 6,) rlv Qzov alroT; ej/xev^ 
xura<jT7)<jcu may mean to render the Divinity propitious to them , not 
(as Reiche proposes) exhibit him as propitious. It does not seem 
clear, therefore, that we can regard av here as equivalent 

to e<pavegu>d7)cav, and render it declarati sunt esse , with Koppe, C. Flatt, 
and Reiche. Nor can we, with Grotius, Limborch, Whitby, Storr, 
Siiskind, Flatt, and others, render xare<f-di)j}<fav merely by the phrase 
were treated as sinners ; for the apostle has told us in verse 12 that 
death has passed upon all men \<p' <Z crams fj t u,a.g-ov; and how, morer 
over, could a just and unerring God treat men as sinners unless they 
were so? Evil, i. e. } natural evil, he might indeed bring on the 
innocent, because of the sins of others; for nothing is farther from 
truth, than that sin and suffering in the present world are in all cases 
oo-extensive and correspondent. The horrible evil of sin is, that it 
affects the innocent as well as the guilty. But in the case before us 
the apostle means to say, not that men are treated as being what they 
are not; nor yet that the guilty involve the innocent in suffering; 
but that men through the xagaxon of Adam, did become or were con¬ 
stituted actual sinners, and so came (as the preceding verse asserts) 
tig xoct dxpfjtCi. 

Aid bvaxorji has doubtless the same meaning for substance here, 
which <3/ hog dixond/uaros has in verse 18. See the remarks under 
this verse, and also on verse 16; and compare attentively the pas¬ 
sages in Matt, xxvi. 39, 42. John x. 18. Phil. ii. 8. Heb. x. 7—10. 
But although I can scarcely entertain a doubt that the obedience ot 
Christ, in this connection of thought, means in particular his obe- 
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dienco in assuming our nature and his suffering an expiatory death 
in it, yehl would not exclude the idea that the active (as well as 
passive) obedience of his whole life did contribute, yea was necessary, 
to the perfection of his character as a Mediator and a great High 
Priest who should make atonement for us. Without such an obe¬ 
dience, he would have needed an atonement for himself, instead of 
being able to make it for others. Put in respect to the specific alle¬ 
gation, that 1 Christ’s obedience (vxaxo7j) is imputed to ns;’ this Paul 
does not here nor elsewhere say, nor any other sacred writer. This 
is a phraseology superinduced upon the Bible, many years since the 
Reformation, from human systems and methods of explanation ; and 
not one which is taken from the Scriptures and transferred into 
Symbols. In all the Bible there occurs NOT such a declaration , as 
that one man's sin or righteousness is imputed to another . The thing 
for substance aimed at, by many who employ such phraseology, is 
doubtless a doctrine of the Bible, viz., that the obedience of Christ, 
above all his obedience unto death, did contribute to constitute him 
an all-glorious and all-sufficient Mediator. As to the rest, that God 
rou CHRIST’S sake forgives sinners , not imputing their trespasses 
to them y is the very sum and substance of what is appropriately 
called /THE GOSPEL, and all which can be exegetically made out 
from the simple interpretation of the Scriptures. For in what part 
of the Bible is it said that Christ obeyed for us ? Or where, that 
his obedience is imputed to its ? And yet, that on our account or in 
our behalf he obeyed and suffered, I deem to be a great and funda¬ 
mental doctrine of the gospel. 

AtxaiQt xaraGradr]Govrat ot ftoKhoi the many shall be made righteous . 
Several difficulties present themselves here. Is lixattg to be taken in 
an active or passive sense? That is, does it mean one who is pious , 
fearing God and obeying his commands, justus , plus, probus; or docs 
it mean justificatus y a justified person, one forgiven or delivered from 
the curse of the law ? In all cases excepting the present one and <> 
dixcuog sx «$, I think it must be conceded that dixatog is employed 
in the active sense; that is, it means either one who obeys the whole 
law, i. e. y it has a legal sense, or else it means one who obeys in such 
a manner as proves him to be a sanctified, holy, devout person, i. e 
it has an evangelical sense. As to the case of* bixaiog sx ‘-iarsw;, I do 
not see any good reason for departing from the common nsus loquendi 
in respect to bixatog; for the declaration amounts simply to this, viz., 
that a man is pious, holy, of an obedient spirit, through faith, or in 
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the way of exercising faith in the Lord Jesus, and has thus been 
graciously sanctified, bo that he now fears God and keeps hi 3 eon- 
mandments in a Christian sense. As to the case before us, I doubt 
v on several accounts, whether we can translate or explain b/xouog by 
the word justified ; for this would merely designate el passive sense, 
and be descriptive of what Christ has done for sinners, without ex¬ 
hibiting the active sense in which they are holy or obedient , bixaioi. 
No other certain or satisfactory example of such a usage can be 
shown, in respect to this word, so far as I have been able to discover. 
Aixa/ajtff/f, BtxaiwQevrsg is employed by Paul, when he wishes to desig¬ 
nate simply the passive idea ; e. g ., Rom. v. 1, al. A r/.aioi, moreover, 
must have an active sense here, in order to make out the antithesis 
to a/Aa£raiXo/, which clearly bears only an active sense, if the usus 
loquendi may decide this point; at least it does so wherever else it is 
employed. 

How then is the obedience of Christ to make many just or right¬ 
eous ? In the like manner, w r e may answer, ns the disobedience of 
Adam made many sinners, i. e ., was a cause or ground of their be¬ 
coming sinners. Christ, by what he has done and suffered, has 
opened a new and living way of access to God, in which sinners may 
hope for pardon, and grace to become humble and obedient, i, e. 7 to 
become blxcuoi, or hUam sx o'/mw:. Pie is the procuring and merito¬ 
rious cause or ground of such an acceptance, and through him that 
grace is dispensed which is requisite to make men hr/.aioi in the evan¬ 
gelical sense. But in this case, abundant as the provision is which 
he has made for sinners, yet penitence and faith are a conditio sine 
qua non to the bestowment of the higher blessings of the gospel. 
And so in the opposite case; some voluntary act of sin, which is 
properly one’s own, would seem to be necessary in order to make 
sure the final and eternal damnation of any one of Adam’s posterity. 
Before this they are indeed in a damnable state, i. e. 9 in imminent 
hazard of damnation (if I may so express it); and it is also true, 
that before repentance and faith sinners are in a state of peculiar 
probation, and in a solvable state, i. e., a state in which they may be 
saved. 

The reader will note, that the future tense (xara<rra^<rovra/) is 
employed in this apodosis. This corresponds to the sentiment im¬ 
plied in the faxaiww of ver. 18. The affirmation of Paul then 
is, that the efficacy of Christ’s obedience will bring the many to be 
righteous, holy, or devoted in heart and life to the service of God* 
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If this were already done in the sense in which he expected it to bo 
done, and in the sense which the idea of imputed righteousness would 
render necessary, why should he here employ the future tense? The 
fact that he does so, appears to afford evidence that the whole para¬ 
graph is intended to disclose the virtue and efficacy of the two dis¬ 
pensations, under the first and second Adam, in and by themselves 
considered and agreeably to their true nature respectively, rather 
than to detail facts merely as such, or to give us a simple historical 
picture. Thus considered, there is no difficulty as to any of the 
apostle’s declarations. What he declares concerning the influence 
of Adam’s offence, discloses what would be the certain result of that, 
if all men were left to themselves in the condition into which that 
offence brought them; while what he declares respecting the obedi¬ 
ence of Christ, discloses to us the true nature of gospel grace, its 
all-sufficiency, the certainty of its accomplishing its ends, and its 
adaptedness to the wants and woes of all our race. The apodosis 
here, then, is not so much a narration of mere historical occurrences 
in this case, as it is a declaration of the nature of that which Christ’s 
obedience is adapted to accomplish. Or may it and must it be con¬ 
strued (the tense being future) of the millennial day of glory—the 
future and universal prevalence of the Christian religion? It strikes 
me that this would be rather a forced construction, and that the 
hixoLM here described are those which the work of Christ will be 
efficient in constituting, either in this world, or in the next, or in both. 
Alxaioi those arc called, who at the last day appear before the throne 
of the final Judge, and meet with acceptance through the mercy of a 
Saviour ; see Matt. xxv. 37. The appellation in this last passage is 
doubtless given, in reference to the character which they sustain as 
the subjects of sanctifying grace. The meaning of Paul seems 
therefore to be, that as Adam’s offence had been the cause of ruining 
the many, the obedience of Christ should be the cause why the many 
should be justified. In a word, as actual suffering and a dangerous 
and ruinous condition are the lot of all through Adam; so, on the 
other hand, a state of renewed and peculiar probation, attended with 
many privileges and blessings, even such ns exceed all that were lost 
by the fall, with the proffer of eternal life and glory, is procured for 
our guilty race by the Lord Jesus Christ. More than this, must 
make the text speak the language of universal actual redemption, and 
thus contradict other parts of the Bible ; or else it must limit the 
blessings procured by Christ to the elect only, which, as we have 
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seen above, is inadmissible on the ground of philology, or even of 
fact. For further remarks, see Excursus on Rom. v. 19. 


CHAP. V. 20, 21. 


The reader will observe, that in all which the apostle has said in verses 12—19, respecting the 
evils occasioned by Adam and the blessings procured by Christ, he has uttered nothing respect¬ 
ing any good achieved by the Jewish dispensation as a remedy for these evils. It is very natural 
to suppose that the Jew, ever jealous for the honour of the Mosaic economy, would feel a strong 
objection to the representation which the apostle had made ; inasmuch as deliverance from pvils 
seems to be wholly attributed by l’aul to Christ and his gospel, and nothing of this great work 
to be attributed to the law. I regard verses 20, 21, as designed to answer such an objection 
which the apostle would very readily anticipate. The substance of the answer may be thus ex¬ 
pressed : 1 As to the Mosaic law, it was so far from delivering men from 6in and its fearful con¬ 
sequences, that the result of it was just the contrary, viz., the abounding of sin, or at least the 
more conspicuous and striking exhibition of it. Both of these sentiments, indeed, we may sup¬ 
pose to be included in the assertion made in ver. 20. If the reader is surprised at this, or doubts 
it, let him study attentively Rom. vii. 5—13, where he will find that Taul fully maintains these 
views, and comments at large upon them. The facts simply considered are, that the restraints 
which the law puts upon the evil passions of men, make them more violent in their opposition ; 
the light which the law sheds on the path of duly, makes the men more guilty and inexcusable 
when they sin ; and the holiness, justness, and goodness of the law (Rom. viL 12). renders sin 
altogether more conspicuous than it otherwise would be (Rom. vii. 13). In all these respects, 
then, the entrance of the law was followed by the abounding of sin ; and what is said in chap, 
vii. 5—13 seems to render clear the meaning of the apostle in ver. 20. 

Moreover in vers. 20, 21, the apostle plainly designs to show, that the gospel, instead of being 
superseded by the law in any important respect, was rendered (so to speak) the more necessary. 
The law, instead of diminishing the sins of men, did, on account of their abusing it (Rom. vii. 
11), render them more guilty ; and consequently it increased their need of a new dispensation 
of pardoning mercy. And such is the rich provision for mercy under this new dispensation, 
that not only the sins which men committed before the lawof Moses was published (vers. 13, M) 
may he forgiven, but even the more aggravated guilt which they incur who sin against the pre¬ 
cepts of revelation, may be pardoned. In a word ; the law, instead of superseding the gospel, 
rendered it more necessary ; and the gospel is fully adequate to every case of need, however 
great this may be; for the sins of men, even of men enlightened by express revelation, great as 
they arc, may now be forgiven by that rncrcy which abounds through Jesus Christ 

Considered in the point of view now presented. Ilia verses under consideration are pregnant 
With highly important meaning. 


(20) N revelation , the Mosaic law .— llageicij/Mv is rendered by 
some, came in unawares ; but this makes no tolerable sense here, and 
moreover it contradicts fact, for the law was introduced with awful 
pomp and solemnity; Ex. xx. Gal. iii. 19. Ilcb. xii. 18—21, 26, 
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We must therefore translate: supervened , came in the way of addi- 
tion , prceterea introiit (as Beza renders it); L e. y it supervened upon 
the state which preceded Moses, when men were living without a 
revelation. The word tfagt in the classics, not only means to 
come in privily or unawares , but also to come in f to make an entrance , 
especially with another or in addition to another. Philo uses the 
word ‘Taget<j7j\0e», in the same sense as g/VJjXfov (see Bretsch. Lex.); 
but I regard the second meaning above given to the word, as the 
best in this passage. 

"ira is said by Chrysostom to be oux airtoXoyiac uXX* ix(3d<feoj$, q. d. 
not causal , i, e. y not introducing a reason or cause why the law came 
in, but echatic QxfSartxog),* i. e. y showing the effect or consequence; 
so that we may translate; the law supervened so that offences 
abounded . 

The telic sense of Iva, however, might be retained in the verse 
under examination, by construing -xXeovatr?} as we do sirtg/MeiKrev in iii. 
2, which there means may appear to abound , may exhibit or display 
its abounding (like the Piel and Iliphil conjugations of Hebrew 
verbs); and in the like way is nsgtotrevar} used in 2 Cor. iv. 15. In this 
way the sense will be: 6 The law came in order that sin might be 
abundantly exhibited, or that a full display of sin might be made 
according with Bom. vii. 13, comp. vii. 5—12. iii. 12. In this way 
it is construed by Tholuck, Flatt, and others; and it scarcely needs 
to be said, that the end or design of the law itself was not the 
increase of sin, but the restraint of it. My objection, however, to 
the explanation of these interpreters is, that ver. 21 evidently de¬ 
mands a sense of <tXsovu<jt} different from that which they give. If 
wc say: i The law entered in order that the odious nature of sin might 
be more fully and plainly exposed and known;’ then what shall we 
make of ver. 21? It must be this: i Where sin was more fully dis¬ 
played, grace superabounded,’ viz., above the display. But clearly 
the apostle docs not mean to say this, (for what can be the meaning 
of such a declaration?) but that where sin actually abounded , there 
grace actually superabounded . 


• When ii'ii in employed In the Beuee of in order that, to the end that, &c., r. e., when it Is causat, 
It is culled by the Greeks t e \ i k 6 r, (lYom Te\oc,) q. d., indicative of the end or reason why a 
thirnj is, or is done. When it is used in the sense of so that, i. e., used in such a way as to denote 
the effect or event of a thing, it is called U/3*tikuv, or in Laliu effectivum, i. e. t showing the effect 
or event of a thing. See a masterly representation of the force of this particle by Tittmann, 
In the Bib. Repository, No. 1 for 1835. Bretsch. Lex. No. 2. 
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We must return then to the ecbatic use of ha here, which Chry¬ 
sostom has proposed. The meaning of the verse may be thus given; 

‘ The Mosaic law which was introduced, instead of diminishing the 
guilt and sins of men, served only to increase them ; for although in 
itself holy, and just, and good, yet being abused and resisted by the 
evil passions of men, it was made the occasion of increasing their 
guilt, because the light which it shed on them, both aggravated their 
offences and rendered them more conspicuous.* Chap. vii. 5—13, as 
before suggested, is a full and satisfactory comment on these senti¬ 
ments. Thus understood, it is easy to see that the apostle has a deep 
design in saying what he does, viz., it was his purpose not only to 
convince the Jew that the Mosaic law afforded him no prospect of 
deliverance from the power and penalty of sin, but that it had be¬ 
come the occasion of his contracting deeper stains of guilt than he 
otherwise would have had, and therefore of plunging him into a more 
hopeless condition. The necessity of deliverance through the par¬ 
doning mercy of the gospel, does, in this way,'become truly conspic¬ 
uous ; and the need of its superabounding grace is thus placed in a 
strong light by the apostle. I observe that Turretin, perceiving the 
difficulties of the other explanations, has for substance adopted the 
same which I have now given; as do Kciche, Glockler, Barnes, and 
others. 

(21) But where sin abounded , grace did superabound; i. e ., the 
pardoning mercy of the gospel has triumphed even over the sins of 
the Jews, which were greatly aggravated by reason of the light they 
enjoyed. 

"lvc& werreo x, r, so that as sin reigned bg death, i. e, , brought sen¬ 
tence of death or condemnation upon all men, in like manner also 
grace might reign bg justification unto eternal life , through Christ 
Jesus our Lord , i. c ., grace might reign or have an influence widely 
extended, iu the bcstowmenl of justification or pardoning mercy, 
which confers eternal life or happiness on all men who will accept it, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.—After dixaioebvrig here, one must 
supply rr\g ovtfTjs (which is) tig ^coriv a/uwov. In this verse, tv Savdry 
is the Dative of means or manner; and it stands in antithesis with 
hiu 5/xa/offyv»js tig a iutviov. Of course dixatoejvr,; does not here mean 
righteousness in the sense of holiness or conformity to the divine law, 
but in the sense of justification , i. e., God’s righteousness, viz., that 
which he gives or bestows ; in the like sense as Btxa/u/xa, dixuiotuvr,;, 
and htxa’iuaiv, in vers. 16—18 above. The meaning is, that as sin 
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exercised its sway over men in occasioning their condemnation 
(^araroy), so grace, which superabounds, has exercised its sway in 
procuring a remission of the sentence of condemnation, and bestow¬ 
ing that justification which is connected with eternal life. Turretin 
makes dixatoGuvrjg here mean both justification and sanctification; 
which is unnecessary, and indeed incapable of being defended. The 
antithesis of foxaioouvn, viz., ^uvarog, does not mean both sin and con¬ 
demnation at the same time; of course, then, dixaioouv?) should be 
interpreted in such a manner as to have a single and not a double 
sense. 

The reader will not fail to remark, also, that as S dvarog is the 
direct antithesis of aJwviog here, so it must mean more than tem¬ 
poral death merely ; nay, more than any limited term of misery in a 
future world; unless, indeed, it can be shown that the happiness of 
the righteous is limited . But this none will attempt to show. How 
then can the misery of the wicked be shown to be temporary ? That 
Sararos is here employed in the same sense as in vers. 12—19, im¬ 
presses itself, as it seems to me, spontaneously on the mind of every 
reader not misled by a priori reasonings. 

It should also be noted, that v'Trtgz'TreoioGBuaiv rj course cannot 

be applied to the number of its subjects here; for how could grace 
Buperabound in this respect, when all men were sinners? It plainly 
has reference, therefore, to abounding sin which existed after the 
law was introduced. What the apostle means to affirm, is, that how¬ 
ever much sin was aggravated under this new order of things, yet 
such was the greatness of gospel grace that it triumphed even over 
this aggravated guilt. In other words, the salvation of the gospel 
is so ample, that it may be extended to all men however depraved 
and deserving of punishment they may be; and those who are under 
the law and have transgressed it, do of all men most need the sal¬ 
vation of the gospel. 
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CHAP. VI.—VIIL 


When the apostle (cliap. I.—il.) had shown the guilt of all men, both Jews and Gentiles, and 
that none could escape the wrath to come except by the mercy of God through Christ, he repre¬ 
sents the Jew as objecting to such a sentiment, on the ground that the fidelity of God, In respect 
to the promise made to Abraham and his seed would be called iu question by it. To this the 
apostle replies, that no such objection could be made ; for God is to be regarded as faithful to hia 
promises, even if all men are thereby convicted of being unfaithful to their engagements. The 
faithfulness of God is in fact the more conspicuous, when he treats those who have sinned, and who 
continue impenitent, according to their real desert. 

The Jew, however, not satisfied with this, objects that there would in this way be encourage¬ 
ment for men to sin; inasmuch as the divine glory would be the more conspicuous, in consequence 
of the display of pardoning mercy. But this objection the apostle repels, with strong language 
of disapprobation, iii. 5—S. He does not, however, proceed to canvass it, because lie has other 
things which he is desirous to say, before he enters particularly into the consideration of such an 
objection. 

These he exhibits in chap. iii. 9, to v. 21. After all which he here says, and especially after 
such an exhibition of superaboundinggrace as is made in chap. v. 12—21, it is natural to expect 
that the Jew would renew, at least in his own mind, the same objection as before; and this, with 
more appearance of reason than he then had. Accordingly, we find the apostle representing him 
as immediately objecting to the views of gospel grace which he had expressed, in the following 
words: “ Shall we coutinuc, then, in sin, that grace may abound? Chaps, vi. vii. viii. are de¬ 
signed to canvass the great subject which this objection brings forward, and fully to illustrate iL 
The course of thought appears to be as follows: 

1. The very profession and nature of the Christian religion are directly opposed to continuance in 
sin ; for lie who is “ baptized into the death of Christ,” if sincere in his professions, most renounce 
sin and mortify hia carnal appetites, vi. 2—11. 

2. The remainder of chap. vi. forms a peculiar argument, if I may so call it, with respect to 
the subject under the apostle’s consideration, viz., whether a dispensation of grace allows its sub¬ 
jects to sin. Vers. 12, 13, are an exhortation to guard against sin ; which is occasioned by the 
preceding considerations that the writer bus proffered. But iu ver. 14 Paul places his subject 
In a new attitude. He had before shown that Christianity, from its very nature, stands opposed 
to sin, and implies the subduing and mortifying of all evil passions and desires. He now ven¬ 
tures to suggest, not only that there is no good ground for the allegation of the objector, viz., that 
the doctrine of grace would encourage men to continue in ein, but that this very doctrine furnishes 
powerful motiveB, yea, more powerful ones than those which a dispensation of law ftirnishes, to 
excite men to the practice of holiness. He begins by saying, that ‘ sin will not have domiuion 
over Christians, for they are not under law, but under grace.' This is as much as to say, that if 
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they were still under the law (in the Benee here meant) Bin would have dominion over them ; but 
inasmuch as they are under grace, this will not be the case, verse 14. By being under the law , 
he means being subjected to it and devoted to it in the sense in which the Jews (as legalists) were, 
viz., confidently expecting sanctification from it. Being under grace means, being servants of grace, 
i. e., subject to its influence and obedient to its requisitions. Verses 1G—19 necessarily lead us 
to such an explanation. 

The subject thus introduced Is one of vast magnitude and importance. If it be true, that o 
system of grace is the only one which now proffers adequate means of sanctification as ? pell 
as paixlon, then is the Importance of the gospel rendered doubly conspiouous. This is what 
the apostle intimates in verse 14, and what he goes on through the remainder of chapter vi., and 
nlso through chapters vii. vlii. to confirm and illustrate. That this essential circumstance has 
been so often overlooked by commentators, has been the occasion of much that is irrelevant and 
unsatisfactory In their remarks upon this passage. 

The first illustration of the power of gospel grace to subdue sin, is drawn from the relation 
which the Christian sustains toward the gospel or x<*pa. He has become the servant of grace; 
consequently, he must yield it his obedience; and by becoming the servant of grace, he has re¬ 
nounced his subjection to sin ; consequently, he must act in a manner that accords with the rela¬ 
tion which he sustains, i. e., he should live in a holy manner, verses 16—20. And thus the 
Christian must be led to act, also, on the ground that the consequences of obeying sin and of 
obeying grace arc so unspeakably different and important, verses 21—23. 

Thus far the apostle has employed comparison, in order to illustrate and enforce bis sentiment. 

I mean, that under the figure of Christians being the servants of grace, he has signified their obliK 
gation to yield obedience. This is laying n good foundation ; for obligation to be holy surely lies 
at the basis of the Christian’s duty. In the next place, he brings into view the comequences of 
obedience to sin and holiness. Xhu9 much then (he would seem to say, by all this,) belongs to 
a aystera of grace; and in respect to obligation and penalty, it is in no wise behind a system of 
law. It holds forth both the obligation to duty, and the encouragement to it; while the awful 
penalty of the divine law for the neglect of it, *. e., for sin, remains in full force uuder the 
gospel. 

This, however, is negative argument; * if I may so speak. I mean, that it does not directly 
prove what is intimated in verse 14, viz., the superiority of grace to law in influencing us to lead 
a holy life. But it proves, that even in those respects in which the law might seem to claim a 
high pre-eminence, it has none. The gospel confers as high obligation and threatens as high 
penalties. In both respects it is opposed to sin ; its obligations are directly contrary to sin ; its 
consequences are just the reverse of those which follow sin. In all these respects, then, we may 
truly affirm of the gospel as much as could be affirmed of the law. 

3. Thus much in order to show that a system of grace is not behind a system of law, either ill 
regard to obligations or penalties. All this prepares the way to accomplish the subsequent part 
of the apostle’s design j which Is to show that the law (in the sense to which Jewish legalists ad. 
he red to it) is virtually and substantially renounced, by giving ourselves to Christ in the way of the 
gospel, vii. 1— 4. This is an important point, and a great advance toward the attainment of the 
apostle’s design. 

But he does not stop even here. He goes on (vii. 5, 0) to assert that the law, instead of being 
an effectual means of sanctifying men and making them truly holy, is in reality the occasion 
of their plunging into deeper guilt; while grace produces just the contrary effect. This is the 
ultimate and highest point at which Paul aims, in order to wean legalists from their unwarrant¬ 
able attachment to the law. That he may fuliy accomplish his object, he shows, first, how the 
Jnw, Instead of delivering us from sin, is the occasion of our being plunged deeper into it, vii 
7 —12. Secondly, he removes the objections which one might naturally raise against the law on 
such n ground, vii. 18 — 25. 

4. He next goes on to show that grace operates upon men in a manner entirely different from 
that of law, vlii. 1—11. 

5. In the remainder of chapter vlii., he insists on the duties and privileges that result from such 
a state of grace. 

If the reader will now look back, for a moment, he will see a regular series of thought, all per^ 
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taining to the same great subject, from the commencement of chap. vi. to the end of chap. viii. To 
the apostle’s plan of justification by grace alone, the natural and most formidable objection at first 
view would be, that such a doctrine would lay no restraint upon sin, but rather encourage it. 
Already had he adverted to this objection, in chap. iii. 5—8. But with chap. vi. the formal dis¬ 
cussion of the subject which is introduced by it commences. The simple outlines of the argument 
mid illustration are, (1) The very profession and nature of Christianity imply a renunciation of 
sin, vi. 1—11. (2) The gospel lays more effectual constraint upon us to abstain from sin than the 

law can do, vi. 11; for, (n) By becoming servants of it, we must yield our obedience to it, vi. 
1G—20. (&) It sets before us the highest possible rewards, and renders them attainable, vi. 

21—23. (3) We renounce our legality, i. e. t our dependence on the law as the effectual means of 

sanctification, when we become affianced to Christ. We sustain a new relation in consequence 
of this, and are laid under new obligations which are of a more forcible nature, vii. 1—4. (4) 

The law, instead of restraining and subduing our sins, is even the occasion of their being aggra¬ 
vated, of plunging us into deeper condemnation, vii. 5—11; yet this is not chargeable upon the 
nature of the law, which in itself is holy and just and good, but on our evil passions which abuse 
it, while our consciences testify to the excellence and purily of the law itself, vii. 12—25. Con¬ 
sequently sanctification, as well as justification, can be expected not from the law, but only from 
a dispensation of grace. (5) Such is the actual effect of grace; it subdues and mortifies the 
principles of sin within us, and affords us the effectual guidance and aid of the Spirit of God in 
the discharge of our duty, viii. 1—11. Consequently, (G) The obligation to live in a holy manner 
may now be urged on Christians with the hope of success, for they have aid which is adequate for 
every time of need; yea, which will make them to triumph over all the troubles, and sorrows, and 
trials of life, and to persevere even unto the end in the way of holiness and truth, viii. 12—39. 

I hope the reader will pardon this partial repetition of this course of thought in chap. vi.—viii.; 
which I have indulged in merely for the sake of being explicitly understood. The attainment cf 
correct views in regard to this course, is a sine qua non to a right exegesis of the whole. How can 
we correctly explain a writer, unless we rightly apprehend his aim and the scope of his discourse? 
It is impossible; and therefore it is of fundamental importance that we should obtain correct views 
of the apostle’s design in the chapters above-named, before we can safely advance to the particu¬ 
lar explanation of their several parts. All form one harmonious whole ; all resolve themselves, 
at last, into the simple design of showing, not only that the grnce of the gospel is not justly liable 
to the charge of encouraging sin, but that it does in fact proffer to sinners the only hoptfal and 
effectual means of sanctification, as well as justification ; yea, that it assures them of these means 
being effectual even to the end, so that their hopes can never be disappointed. 

If it be asked why sanctification is here so much insisted on, rather than justification ; the an¬ 
swer is, that the apostle had before most fully shown, in chap, i.—iv., that justification by the 
law is impossible. The question now with him is, whether this plan of salvation, viz., gratui¬ 
tous justification, encourages the sinner to continue in sin. This question he treats in the manner 
stated above; and thus shows, that the grace of the gospel is as necessary to us in respect to our 
sanctification, as it is in respect to our justification. A noble triumph indeed of true Christian 
principles over all opposition and objections I One too which shows, that a system of law strictly 
adhered to, can only end in the aggravated ruin of sinners; and that therefore our only hope of 
salvation is in him, “who hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for 
us.” 

If the reader lias still any doubt, whether I have correctly stated the general outlines of the 
apostle’s design and argument, let him look back on chaps i.—iv., and see that the great discussion 
concerning gratuitous justification is there terminated; as is evident from chap, v., which 
la designed to point out the sequel or consequences of such justification. Let him look at the 
nature of the subject proposed by the question in vi. 1, and the arguments and illustra¬ 
tions wliich follow. Let him duly consider the assertion in vi. 14, with the sequel in verses 
15—20. Let him then see, in verses 21—23, that Kapirbs rir a-pa^pov is still before the 
writer’s mind. In passing to vii. 1 — 3, 4, let him note, that verse 4 sums up the object of 
all by Vwo Kapiro<f>opli<Tt*y.€v t ipQup. In reading verses 5, G, he must observe, that the law i» set 
forth as being even the occasion of aggravating our carnal desires, instead of mortifying and 
subduing them; all of wliich shows the Insufficiency of it as a means of sanctification. Verses 
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T— 11 oaly expand and enforce tins idea; while verses 12—23 defend it from abuse. Chap. >iil. 
opens as if the subject of Justification were a prominent object of the writer’s attention ; but verses 

2 _ 4 show that tliis is only in consequence of justification being connected with sanctification. 

The special object of God’s sending his Son, as considered In verses 3, 4, is jtaTaKpiWm t l/v a/iapWa* 
in rp oapKt, and »va to 3»K£»i«/ia tov vopov irXnpwttp b bp^v. And so the sequel shows that sancti¬ 
fying grace 6 ubdues sin, and secures filial obedience. Hence, in verses 12 —IT, the exhortation 
subjoined to the preceding context is, that Christians '* should not live tcara adpKa” And finally, 
it is the sanctified, filiul, obedient spirit, inspired by the gospel and given by the Spirit of God in 
connection with it, which supports us under all sorrows and trials, and will end in complete and 
everlasting triumph. On the face of all this course of thought, then, there lies what has already 
been atlributed to It. 

There Is another circumstance still, which affords no small ground for confirming what has been 
stated above. Let the reader look back once more to chap., and see that the apostle, after having 
finished his discussion with regard to the 6 ubject of justification by grace, goes on to declare the 
lmppy fruits of this, viz., cheering support under all the sorrows of life, and assurance of final hap¬ 
piness iu the kingdom of glory, through the redemption of Christ. Just so in clmp. viii. 14—39. 
When Faul has completed the discussion of bis second grand theme, viz., the sanctifying nature of 
gospel grace, he goes on to show, first, how it triumphs over sufferings and sorrows, inspiring a joyful 
hope; and, secondly, that It will assuredly bring the believer, at last, safe to glory. The parallel¬ 
ism, as to the general course of thought, is so exact between chap. v. and viii. 14—39, that no 
one can help perceiving it. There is then good ground to believe, from this circumstance, in ad¬ 
dition to the other evidence produced above, that the apostle had. in his own view, here com- 
pleted ft seeond prominent topic of discussion ; just ns, at the end of chap, iv., he had completed 
liis first one. The rest of liis epistle is employed in canvassing various objections raised by 
Judaizing opponents; and iu delivering various precepts and exhortations suited to the condition 
of the church at Kome. 

If the general course of thought is now before U9in an intelligible manner, we are preparod to 
advance once more to the consideration of particulars. 


(1) T/ ojv JgoD /itv; words of the objector; viz., c What shall be said, 
now, as to such a sentiment as that just uttered, viz., that where sin 
abounded , grace did superabound ? Does it not follow that one may 
well say : Let us continue in sin, that grace may abound V The 
meaning of the question is: Since God is glorified in the abounding 
of his grace; and since this abounds in proportion to the sin which 
is committed : then why should we not go on to sin, as the glory of 
God will in this way be made to abound ? 

‘Enifj.evovfifv, shall we continue? But all the uncial Codd., many 
Codd. min use., Copt., Codd. Lat., Damasc., Augustine ; and after 
these, Grotius, Hammond, Wfetstein, Griesbach, Lachmann, Reichc, 
prefer EffifAivu/Asv (Subj.) which would mean, musf or should tee con¬ 
tinue , &c. ? The latter seems to be the preferable reading. 

(2) *Atrtduvo/Afv rjj afia^ria, dead to sin , means, to renounce sin, to 
become, as it were, insensible to its exciting power or influence (as a 
dead person is incapable of sensibility); or, as Chrysostom well ex¬ 
presses it, /Mrjxtri beraxovav [tt\ a/iagr/a], aWa fLive/v axivrjnv 
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Comp, the phraseology in Gal. ii. 19. 1 Pet. ii. 24. Rom. vii. 4. 

The Greek and Latin writers employed the like phraseology ; e. g., 
rtQvqxs fioi (Libanius); mortuus tibi sum , Plautus. So of the anti- 
tnetic expression : e, g. f e/j,oi (Alciphr.); j^jjv rp yaar^i (Diony. 
Halic.). In all such cases, a sense of such a nature as that given 
above was attached to this phraseology. 

n ug trt tytojusv ev airrp; how shall we any longer live in it ? L e 
how shall we who have renounced sin, and profess to be insensible to 
its influence, any more continue to practise it, or to be influenced by 
it? The Fut. tense here expresses not simply what is declarative 
but what has relation to duty , viz., what can or ought to be done ; 
N. Test. Gramm. § 125. Note 5. 

There has been not a little discussion and controversy, in respect 
to the meaning and design of the apostle’s language here. To me 
it appears not at all to be involved in obseurity. When the objector 
asks (vqt»H ^whether we should continue in sin y he means, beyond ail 
doubt: * May we go on to sin ? May we then still continue the prac¬ 
tice of it V To this question the apostle answers in the negative ; 
and this negative he expresses by the phrase axsOavofisv rjj aaa pt/u. 
This must therefore mean, Go refrain from the practice of sin, no 
longer to continue in it, no more to be guided or influenced by it.’ 
In a word, it means just the opposite of tyoo/j,sv ev ajj-ji the significa¬ 
tion of which is, to continue in the practice of it, or to find our plea¬ 
sure in it. Tu become dead to sin or to die to sin plainly means, then, 
to become insensible to its influence, to be unmoved by it; in other 
words, to renounce it and refrain from the practice of it. That such 
is the condition of true Christians, the apostle now proceeds to show, 
in suggesting what is implied by the very nature of a Christian pro¬ 
fession with its initiatory rites. 

(3) ’E/Sctcr ri<ri)7]fiey sis fov Xgiorov ’ItjctoDv. The sense of this depends on 
the meaning of the formula /3a sig riva — or /3a trrifyiv eig to ovojaa 
rtvog. (a) In regard to jSarrri^uv eig to ovo/mcl the noun ovofia is, no doubt, 
to be regarded as expletive ; as in Hebrew often is. So in the 
Jewish formula of baptizing proselytes, if the proselyte was a servant, 
the master, at his baptism, made a declaration whether he intended 
to make the servant free as a proselyte, or to have him still remain 
a servant. This declaration was made thus : PT n .i?. he 

is baptized into the name of a freeman; or *13? he is bap¬ 

tized into the name of a secant . So Matt, xxviii. 19, baptized si; rb 
evOjtta rou Ylargbg, xal roD T/olJ, xa i tqu UvsvfLarog ' Ay tov ; which is the same 
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afl baptized tig rbv Ylar^a, xal rbv T/ov, xa/ ro Tlveufia rb*Aytov. Accord- 
ingly we find ovopa omitted in our text, as also in 1 Cor. x. 2. Gal. iii. 
27; it is used, however, in Acts viii. 16. xix. 5. 1 Cor. i. 13, 15. 

(5) The sense of the whole formula is more difficult to be ascer¬ 
tained. Most commentators, after Yitringa (Obs. Sac. III. 22), ex¬ 
plain iig as meaning INTO the acknowledgment of; with an implica¬ 
tion of affiance, subjection, diseipleship, &c. But the formula in 
1 Cor. xii. 13, erdvreg tig tv <fu>/j,d efiarrria&r/Mtv, seems not to accord with 
such an explanation. Here tig plainly designates participation , and 
the meaning of the phrase is, that by baptism we come to belong to 
one body, to participate in one body, to be members of one body. In 
like manner wc may say : By baptism we come to belong (in a spe¬ 
cial and peculiar sense), to Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. So the 
apostle speaks of being baptized into (and so of belonging to) Moses, 
1 Cor. x. 2 ; to Paul, 1 Cor. i. 13. In this way all the passages of 
this nature may be construed alike, and the sense in all will be good. 
The idea is, for substance, that 6 by baptism we become consecrated 
to any person or thing, appropriated (as it were) to any person or 
thing, so as to belong to him or to it, in a manner peculiar and 
involving a special relation, and consequent special duties and obli¬ 
gations.’ 

This sense is such an one as fits the passage under examination. 
Thus interpreted it would mean : ( As many of us as have become 
devoted to Christ by baptism ; or as many of us as have been conse¬ 
crated to Christ by baptism, or have been laid under peculiar obliga¬ 
tions, or have taken upon us a peculiar relation to him, by being 
baptized.’ The word oeoi is employed by Hie Greeks to designate 
the meaning whoever , &c., t. e., all without any exception. 

E ig rbv Zavarov abrov e/3a-rr/V^/x£v, we have been baptized into his death 9 
i. e. y we have, as it were, been made partakers of his death by bap¬ 
tism; wc have come under a special relation to his death ; wc have 
engaged to die unto sin, as he died for it; we have a certain com¬ 
munion or participation in death to sin ; comp. Bom. vi. 6. Gal. ii. 
10. The being baptized into his death 9 therefore, is an internal, 
moral, spiritual thing ; of which the external rite of baptism is only 
a symbol; for the relation symbolized by baptism is in its own nature 
spiritual and moral. The participation in the death of Christ , of 
which Paul here speaks, is surely something more than what is ex¬ 
ternal ; it is therefore of a moral or spiritual nature, of which the 
external rite can be regarded only as a symbol. Glockler finds in 
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the whole verse, indeed, an assertion of areal transcendental union 
to Christ; by being 4 plunged as it were into him.’ And being bap¬ 
tized into Jiis deaih y is 44 versenken ganz und gar in den Tod,” i. <?., 
to plunge entirely into his death 1 What the meaning can be of such 
semi-literal expressions, remains for those who 4 traverse regions 
transcendental,’ to explain. 

(4) Juv€Tdi(pr}jxiy oh x. r. X., we have been buried with him , theuy by 
baptism into his death , i. e., we are (by being baptized into his death) 
buried as he was, c u v where cm v means like , in like man¬ 

ner with; comp. ver. 6; also Rom. viii. 17. Col. iii. 1, where any 
other sense of c u v is out of question; 2 Tim. vii. 11, to which the 
game remark will apply. 

Most commentators have maintained, that ewtrei^rt^iv has here a 
necessary reference to the mode of literal baptism, which, they say, 
was by immersion; and this, they think, affords ground for the em¬ 
ployment of the image used by the apostle, because immersion under 
water may be compared to burial under the' earth. It is difficult, 
perhaps, to procure a patient rc-hearing for this subject, so long 
regarded by some as being out of fair dispute. Nevertheless, as my 
own conviction is not, after protracted and repeated examinations, 
accordant here with that of commentators in general, I feel con¬ 
strained briefly to state my reasons for it. 

The first is, that in the verse before ns there is a plain antithesis; 
one so plain that it is impossible to overlook it. It now cws 7 tifr,tj,iv 
is to be interpreted in a physical way, u e ., as meaning burial in the 
water in a physical sense, where is the corresponding physical burial, 
in the opposite part of the antithesis or comparison ? Plainly there 
is no such physical idea or reference in this other part. The resur¬ 
rection here spoken of is entirely moral and spiritual , for it is one 
which Christians have already experienced during their present life; 
as may be fully seen by comparing vers. 5—11, below. I take it 
for granted, that after ipetg in ver. 4, fyegfavrsfis implied: since the 
nature of the comparison, the preceding d>s lysgOr t Xgtcroc, and also ver. 
5, make this entirely plain. 

If we turn now to the passage in Col. ii. 12 (which is altogether 
parallel with the verse under examination, and has very often been 
agitated by polemic writers on the subject of baptism), wc shall 
there find more conclusive reason still, to argue as above respecting 
the nature of the antithesis presented. “We have been buried with 
him [Christ] by baptism ” What now is the opposite of this ? W hat 
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is the kind of resurrection from this grave in ’which Christians have 
been buried? 1'he apostle tells us; a We have risen with him 
[Christ], by faith wrought by the power of God [rrjs fotgyriag ro\j 
©eou], who raised him [Christ] from the dead.” Here, then, there 
is a resurrection by faith , i. e., a spiritual and moral one. Why then 
should we look for a physical meaning in the antithesis? If one 
part of the antithesis is to be construed in a manner entirely moral 
or spiritual , why should we not construe the other in like manner, 
provided it is susceptible of such an interpretation ? To understand 
GwtTd<pr){j,tv as designating a literal burial under water, is to under¬ 
stand it in a manner which the laws of interpretation appear to for¬ 
bid. 

(b ) Nothing can be plainer, than that the w r ord ffvvtrd<pr}/tev, in 
Rom. vi. 4, is equivalent in sense to the word dmOdvopiv in ver. 8. 
It seems to be adopted merely for the sake of rendering more striking 
the image of a resurrection , which the apostle applies in the other 
part of the antithesis. ‘A resurrection from the grave / is a natural 
phrase when one is speaking with respect to the subject of a resur¬ 
rection; see John v. 28, 20 ; comp. Dan. xii. 2. In accordance with 
this statement tiic context docs most plainly speak, both in respect 
to Rom. vi. 4 and Col. ii. 12. For in respect to Rom. vi. 4, the 
apostle goes on in the very next verse (as is usual with him), to 
present the same idea which is contained in ver. 4, in a different 
costume. Yer. 5 (which is a mere epexegesis of ver. 4) says, If ice 
have been homogeneous (<j6/x^u toi, i. e. y like, of the same kind) with 
Christ in his death, then shall we be in his resurrection. The 
same idea and explanation is repeated in vcrr8— d^iOdvoyiv — •coZfjoytv ; 
and the whole is summarily explained in ver. 11; So reckon ye your¬ 
selves to be vexgoug yh rjj a/xagr/a, Zfjvrag r£) ©=#. 

Exactly in the same manner has the apostle gone on to explain 
<jvvTa<phrtt in Col. ii. 12. In ver. 13 he adds, u You vexgovgin your 
offences .... Gwe^uoiro/ijas, has he [God] made alive with him [Christ], 
having forgiven us all our offences” 

There can be no real ground for question, then, that by Gwsrd<pr r 
,a(v, in both eases, is meant for substance neither more nor less than 
by dneOdioytv, vexgo/, &c. The epexegesis, added in both cases, seems 
to make this quite plain. The reason why Gvverd<pr}{j,sv is used in 
Rom. vi. 4 and in Col. ii. 12 seems to be, that the language employed 
may be a full antithesis of the word resui'rection , which is used in 
the corresponding part of the comparison. “ You who wore buried 
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with Christ, 1 ” gives energy to the expression. A dead body would 
indicate that life had departed; but a body dead and buried , would 
indicate more thoroughly the entire removal of it. Such is the 
strong language, evidently to be taken in a figurative sense, which 
the apostle has here employed. 

(c) But my principal difficulty in respect to the usual exegesis of 
cwiru<pr,j!Lsv is, that the image or figure of immersion , baptism , is, so 
far as I know, nowhere else in Scripture employed as a symbol of 
burial in the grave. Nor can I think that it is a very natural symbol 
of burial. The obvious import of washing with water, or immersing 
in water, is, that it is symbolical of purity, cleansing, purification. 
But how will this aptly signify burying in the grave, the place of 
corruption, loathsomeness, and destruction ? 

( d ) Lastly, the reader can scarcely fail to remark, that the com¬ 
parison, as continued by the apostle through verses 5—9, is built 
wholly upon the idea of a death like to that of Christ, and not of a 
burial . The unity of the allegory or continued figure would be 
destroyed, then, by supposing that the principal circumstance in the 
mind of the apostle was the bumal and not the death of Christ. 

For these reasons I feel inclined to doubt the usual exegesis of 
the passage before us, and to believe that the apostle had in view 
only a burying which is moral and spiritual; for the same reasons 
that he had a moral and spiritual (not a physical) resurrection in 
view, in the corresponding part of the antithesis. Indeed, what else 
but a moral burying can be meant, when the apostle goes on to say T , 
We are buried with him [not by baptism only, but] by baptism INTO 
his death? Of course it will not be contended, that a literal 
physical burying is here meant, but only a moral one. And although 
the words into his death , are not inserted in Col. ii. 12; yet as the 
following verse there shows, they arc implied. In fact, it is plain 
that reference is here made to baptism , because, when that rite was 
performed, the Christian promised to renounce sin, and to mortify all 
his evil desires, and thus to die unto sin that lie might live unto God. 
I cannot see, therefore, that there is any more necessary reference 
here to the modus of baptism, than there is to the modus of the 
resurrection. The one may as well be maintained as the other. 

I am aware, however, that some one may say ; ‘ I admit that burial 
with Christ has a moral sense, and only such an one ; but then the 
language in which this idea is conveyed (tfu^rap^afv), is evidently 
borrowed from the custom of immersion.’ In reply to this, I must 



ROMANS VI. 4 . 


275 


refer such an one to the considerations under (c) above. The pos¬ 
sibility of the usage I admit; but to show that the image is natural 
and obvious, and that it is a part of Scripture usage elsewhere, is what 
seems to be necessary in order to produce entire satisfaction to the 
mind of a philological inquirer. At any rate, I cannot at present 
think the case to be clear enough to entitle any one to employ this 
passage, with confidence, in a contest respecting the mode of baptism. 
In this general view of the subject I find Rciche to concur. 

"Iva, in order that , to the intent that; which may refer to the inten¬ 
tion of mind in the individual who took baptism on himself, or the 
end which the nature of the case required to be kept in view. —A/a 
Ttjg dogtjg (= "itaDa) glorious presence , i. e. y glorious display of power, 
might, or majesty. The Hebrew W, might , poioer , is sometimes 
rendered S6ga by the Seventy; e. g., Es. Ixviii. 35 (lxvii. 34). Is. xii. 
2. The idea really conveyed by hid rijg ho^g here, can be satisfac¬ 
torily explained, however, only by a reference to the Hebrew 
which was employed to designate the divine presence as being at¬ 
tended with a supernatural brightness or splendour. In the same 
sense was employed by the Rabbinic writers; comp. Matt, 

xxviii. 3. Luke xxiv. 4, which seem to disclose that to which hid 
rrjg ho^tjg here refers. Bretschneider (Lex.) has rendered the phrase 
in Dei gloriam ; by a liberty which hid before the Genitive does not 
seem to allow. A/a signifying on account of) for the sake of as an 
end or object, must have the Accusative after it; at least I have 
not been satisfied with any proof which I have seen, that it admits 
the Genitive in such a sense. Compare, as to sentiment, Col. ii. 12. 
Eph. i. 19. 

'U/ttTg, i. esyefitvreg, for this latter word plainly must be added 
here, in order to make good the comparison commenced with r t y's£Sri 
above.—’Fv xa/voryn rijg faijg iregtcrarijffuju,£v t we [being raised from the 
dead] should live a new life; i . as w r e have been made like unto 
Christ in his death, so must we also in his resurrection, i. e,, we 
must, like him, live a new life after our resurrection. Ka/y&V?jr/ rJj; 
tyrig I regard as a Hebraistic form, in which the first noun supplies 
the place of the adjective. See Ileb. Gramm, § 440. b. See further 
explanations given in vcr. 11. 

It will occur to the distinguishing reader, at once, that the com¬ 
parison here instituted by the apostle, is not one in all respects of 
like with like . Christ died FOR sin , i. e. f on account of it, in order 
to make expiation for it; the believer dies to sin, that is, lie mor- 
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tifies and subdues it, he becomes more or fess insensible to its 
influence, or at least he successfully resists it. Christ had no sin of 
his own to mortify ; the believer’s dying consists in the mortification 
of his own sins. Even so it is with the resurrection. Christ rose 
physically from the dead: the believer, in the present life, rises 
spiritually from a state of moral death. Christ lived physically 
and naturally a new life; the believer lives spiritually and morally 
a new life. 

On the whole, this is one of those cases of comparison, which, not 
affording strict analogies throughout, can be brought to bear only 
in a general way, and will not stand the test of being urged into 
particulars. It were easy to bring many instances of the like nature 
from the Scriptures ; but the attentive reader will of course observe 
them. Those who insist, in all cases, on exact similitudes through¬ 
out in comparisons, will find difficulty enough here; for nothing 
can be more evident, than that merely some general traits of simili¬ 
tude exist between the two cases. Christ-died for sin—a painful 
death ; the believer in dying to sin suffers pain and distress, he 
Crucifies the old man with his deeds :* Christ died iu order to 
destroy the power of sin; the believer, in becoming dead to sin, 
destroys its power or influence ; Christ rose from the dead to live iu 
wholly a new state; the believer who is quickened, must also live in 
a new state. Here the similitude ends: and here it should end, for 
the writer evidently did not design to push it any farther. Turretin, 
in speaking of ver. 4, says truly and forcibly: “Non tarn est 
argu men turn directum . . . quam vivida atque elegans hujus argu¬ 
ment illustratio, et quasi pictura pro more orientalium hominum ac 
epecialiter Judaeorum, qui ejusmodi figuris atque emblematibus 
plurimum delectabantur.” 


CHAP. VI. 5—11. 


The main idea or essential features of the apostle’s comparison being thus introduced, lie now 
proceeds to expand the thought, and to present it in a variety of costume appropriate to 
the nature of the case, and serving to impress the whole upon the mind of the render. (1) 
We have been intimately connected (<tiVi^vtoi, lit. grown unitedly), with Christ as to his death, 
f. e., we have died in respect to sin, as lie died on account of it; and consequently we must 
be like him as to rising from a state of death to a new life, ver. 6. (2) Our old man, i. e., 

our sinful passions and desires, Is crucified, for the very purpose, that our bodies which incline 
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ustoaln, should no more be subject to the power of din ; for fto carry the figure through), he who 
is dead, la freed from ain ; consequently we, being dead to sin, should be freed from its power, 
vera. 6, 7. (3) If theD we are in fact dead with Christ, t. c. f if we have died to sin as he died for 

It, we must believe of course that we shall live with him, t. e., live a new life, aa he lived a new 
one ; for aa Christ, when once risen from the dead, could no more be subject to the dominion of 
death (since he could die on account of sin but once), and as he now lives for ever a divine and 
heavenly life, so Christiana must die once for all to sin, e. t renounce it for ever, and live con- ' 
tinuully unto God, i. e.,live a holy and heavenly life, vere. 8—11. 

The reader will see that the same idea for substance ia kept before the mind, through verses 
6—11. Dut he will alao see, that there are shades of difference in the diction and method of 
illustration. Verse 5, for example, presents the simple idea in a. genetic way of being connected 
with Christ as to his death and resurrection. Verses 6, 7, present the specific idea of crucifying 
our old man (aa Christ was crucified), in order that being put to death, he might no more lead us 
to sin. Verses 8—11 present the geneial notion of dying and living with Christ, f. e., as he did, 
but with the accessory idea, that as he died once for all, and can never die again, but lives for 
ever a new life, so we must, in dying to sin, die once for all, t. e., renounce it for ever, and ever 
live a new life.—How, then, (for such is the question implied at the close of all this), can Chris¬ 
tians continue in sin that grace may abound ? There ia no foundation for such an objection to 
the doctrines of grace. 


(5) E/ yug auupvroi ytyovctiAev, if we have become homogeneous , if we 
have become cognate ♦ So ov/j,<pvroi must be explained, if philology is 
to be our guide. 'Svppuro; and appear to be synonymous ; and 

both mean grown up together , sprung up together , and so (second¬ 
arily) intimately connected together , cognate , &c. Of the whole grain ? 
growing together in one field, the Greeks would say, It is cu^utos. 
The evident meaning here is for substance the same as fyto/og, like , 
homogeneous , i. e ., participating in, or intimately connected with, as 
to something. Therefore we may render, If we have become con¬ 
nected or homogeneous by a likeness in respect to his dealh y rou Zavarov 
being the Gen. objecti y i. e. } the object in respect to which we have 
become like to Christ; or we may translate; if we have become cog¬ 
nate in the likeness of Ms death , the latter clause showing that in 
respect to which we have become cognate. The meaning is: If we 
have become dead to sin, as he died for sin ; then shall vve in like 
manner live a new life, when risen from our [moral] death, as he 
lived a new one after bis resurrection.’ There is no good founda¬ 
tion for the translation planted , as puw does not mean to plant , but 
to grou\ spring vp y become nascent l , &c. Besides, the nature of the, 
imagery here employed is obscured by such a version. 

Ytywctusv, we have become and still are; the Perfect often has, as 
here, a continuativc sense, New Test. Gramm. § 125. Note 3. a. 
The reader will observe, that the sentence is conditional (e# yd§); 
but as the Indie. Perf. is here used in the protasis, and the Ind. Fut. 
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in the apodosis, it is what is called a simple or absolute conditional 
proposition, in which the condition stated in the protasis is taken for 
granted, and the apodosis is then stated as designating a thing that 
is necessarily consequent; New Test. Gramm. § 129. a. 

, AXX« y.otl, then surely, ’AXXa is concessive , i. e. y it implies that 
what precedes it is conceded ; and in this way it comes to stand in 
hypothetical sentences like the present, where deductions are made; 
although in mere simple conclusions of a logical nature, aXXa is not 
employed. The real fact seems to be, that this formula implies an 
©y fiovov 5s before it, or some declaration which involves what amounts 
to this. So here, < If . . . [then not so only] . . . but also 9 &c. r 
’AXXa of itself does not mean surely ; but standing in such a connec¬ 
tion as has just been pointed out, we may convey the meaning of 
a XXa xat by then surely , or then at least or certainly .— The Fut. 
eao/~tOa may be regarded here as expressive of obligation ; for so the 
Fut. is not unfrcqucntly employed; e. g. s Matt. iv. 10. Luke iii. 10, 
12, 14. Judg. xiii. 13, 14 (Sept.) Deut. vi. 5 (Sept.) Matt. xxii. 37, 
39. Lev. xix. 17, 18 (Heb. and Sept.) ; New Test. Gramm. § 125. 
Note 5. a. That the apostle does not mean here to argue merely 
that Christians should at some future period become alive to God, is 
clear from vcr. 11 ; he means to inculcate the sentiment, that from 
and after their spiritual resurrection they are bound to be so. 

T%$ avafrdfeug depends on oyoidj/xan implied. We should naturally 
expect the article rp before avaa-dffiaz ; and usually it is inserted 
in such cases ; but it is also often omitted ; see New Test. Gramm. 
§ 92. 1. b. 

re) T ovro yivwffxovrsS) knowing this , L e. y we acknowledge, concede, 
or consider as established, thus much, viz., what is immediately men¬ 
tioned in the sequel. It is equivalent to ym*j<rxo,a«y yap. 

' O craXa/oj dvO^ojrroc, our old man , a phrase of Jewish origin, no 
doubt. Thus in the Talmud it is said of proselytes, that u they be¬ 
came as little children,” (Jemavoth. fol. G2. 1 ;) and they are also 
called a new creation n ¥ , 7 r ! This serves to show, that 

when our Saviour spoke to Nicodemus of the necessity of being born 
again, and when Paul spake of him who is in Christ as being a neie 
creature: (zuivii xrhig) } there is no probability that the language em¬ 
ployed by them was unusual or strange among the Jews. The 
<7ra\aibs avOgwrro; here seems plainly to mean the internal man , i. e,, the 
sinful desires and propensities which belong to us in a natural or 
unrenevved state. The epithet craXa/o; (old) is given, as designating 
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something in opposition to the new spiritual man which is put on in 
Christ Jesus. 

2maraug6j(h] is crucified as he [Christ] was, literally, is crucified 
with him . On the comparative meaning of <rvv in composition, see on 
4uverd<pi)flev under verse 4. Meaning: £ The sinful desires and pro¬ 
pensities of the natural man are mortified and subdued in the Chris¬ 
tian, so that they will no longer have a predominant influence over 
his conduct.’ Not improbably the apostle, in choosing the word 
fuvsffra-jewOT) here, might have an allusion in his mind to the painful 
and protracted struggle which every Christian must go through, in 
subduing his carnal desires. Certainly, the word is very significant, 
when viewed in this light. 

KaraoyriOjj, might he deprived of efficiency , might be destroyed , 
i. e ., might be deprived of sinful vigour, power, life; might be ren¬ 
dered inefficacious as to sin, or be disabled from causing sin any 
more. 

To rrjg a/iagriotg, (locus vexatus ), is explained by Hammond, 
Schocttgcn, Glass, Tholuck, and others, by referring it to the He¬ 
brew idiom; in which By# and *p3 ( substance and body) are often 
employed cither in a kind of superfluous manner, or (which is the 
more usual fact) in order to add intensity to the expression. Ex¬ 
plained in this manner the whole runs thus : £ Our old man, z. e. y our 
carnal or natural man, is crucified as Christ was, in order that the 
substance or essence of our sinful passions might be destroyed.’ 

A more simple method still of interpreting to acbfict rrjg cc/iacrictg, is 
that followed by many of the fathers, and not a few distinguished 
modern interpreters, viz., Hammond, Params, Hombergk, Wolf, 
Heumann, Koppc, Flatt, Benecke, Reiche, &c. Theodoret says : 
rb <fu)[ta rrig cifLU^Tiag, ve^iipgaoTixwg, avT7) r\ a/^agr/a, i. e. y periphrastically 
used for sin itself. So CEeumenius. The reason why acb/ia is em¬ 
ployed seems to be, that the apostle wishes to carry through the 
metaphor that he had begun, by speaking of the crucifixion of our 
old man . A body only can be literally crucified ; in a representation 
where the language is to be figuratively interpreted, congruity of 
representation requires that this image should be preserved. Sin is 
personified, and represented as a monster with a body. Comp, the 
same figure of speech again in Col. ii. 11. As to any particular 
points of resemblance between a body and sin, such as that a body is 
made up of many particular parts, and sin is in like manner very 
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various, &c., the nature of the comparison and its design do not 
admit them ; and they arc but poor conceits at the best. 

Bcza, Sender, Bohme, Bretschneider, Wahl, Tholuck, Riickert, 
and sonic others, retain the literal sense of cr£i/£a,and construe it/tagriag 
as qualifying it = sinful body, i . e body practising sin, or causing 
sin, source of sin, &c. Such was the sense which I formerly gave it. 
And although this seems to be a justifiable meaning, if we compare 
Rom. vi. 12. viii. 13. vii. 23—25; yet I now view the other meaning 
as given above to be the more simple and obvious. Reiche contends 
strongly, that Paul never teaches the doctrine that the body is the 
seat or cause of sin; which, he moreover avers, must be metaphysi¬ 
cally untrue. But I am not able to make any important distinction 
between and ffw/xa as used by him in respect to things of a moral 
nature; and that Paul every where uses ac/.o% as characterizing 
aarnal passions and desires, admits of no doubt. Moreover, how can 
we refuse to concede, that, auroS (sc. <su)>iarog) in Rom. vi. 

12, tfuj/iaroj roo^avdrov in Rom. vii. 24, and crjafe/s too cdyarog in Rom. 
viii. 13, afford evidence that cdya may be employed in the same way 
as Nor can I see why it may not be true, that our bodies, 

by their appetites and passions, may be the cause or means of our 
sinning as well and as truly as that the external world may be so. 
Sin, in a strict sense, is doubtless an act of the spirit or soul only: 
but the exciting cause need not be spiritual; and the body is often 
the instrument of acting out sin. 

The sense of totality , entirety , to tolv, has also been given to ffi/xa 
here; but very ineptly. Carpzov renders it slave; and he appeals 
to similar usage among the Greeks, e . a., in Rev. xviii. 13. But 
there seems no good reason why the word here should bear such a 
sense. 

ToD fLvp&rt booXsveiv 7),u,ac tt\ ayaprici, that toe should no more be 
servants to sin. Too. . . bovXtouv, instead of wore 5ouXeys/v; for in this 
latter w r ay the Greeks usually express themselves. There are, in¬ 
deed, examples of such a use of too before the Infinitive, even in 
classic Greek authors: see Buttmann’s Gr. Gramm. § 127. b. Anm. 1. 
But the frequency of this usage in the New Testament and Sep- 
tuagint in the sense of that y in order that , which must be assigned 
to rou in some of these cases, seems to have its basis in the use of ^ 
before the Infinitive in Hebrew, where it may signify either design y 
object , or end , event y consequence . For a full exhibition of this sub¬ 
ject, with abundance of examples of all the different shades of usage, 
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eee New Test. Gramm. § 138. 8. a. Winer’s Gramm. § 45. 4 .—t jj 
a/taer/a is still personified here. The meaning of the apostle is, that 
we should no longer obey our passions and appetites which lead us 
to sin. 

(7) This verse may be regarded as a kind of general maxim or 
truth, in regard to all such as die physically or naturally. The 
object of the writer is, to draw a comparison between the effects of 
natural death, and those of spiritual death ; the first causes men to 
cease from all actions, and of course from their transgressions; and 
by 'analogy we may conclude that the second, which is a death unto 
sin, will do as much. The maxim, in its physical 9ense, was proba¬ 
bly a proverbial one among the Jews. Thus in the Talmud, it is 
said; u When a man dies, he is freed from the commands,” Tract . 
Nidda. Now what is said by the common proverb adduced by the 
apostle, in a physical respect (and correctly said in the sense in¬ 
tended to be conveyed), the apostle means to intimate will apply, in 
a spiritual respect, to one who is spiritually dead as to sin, i. e., he 
must become free from its influence. His great object is to illustrate 
and enforce this point. The ydg with which the proverb is intro¬ 
duced, is ydg illustrantis vel confrmantis, 

Bretschneider (Lex. $/za/ow) has proposed a singular exegesis : 

Qui morluus est, absolutus habendus est a poena mortis, nimirum 
quum poenam peccati (i. e ., descensum in Haden) jam tulerit.” IIow 
he who has gone down to Hades, and is there still, is freed a pama 
mortis y I do not perceive ; nor is this exegesis applicable to the case 
in hand, for the question here is not about freeing from the penalty 
of sin, but from its power; the apostle is sow treating of sanctifica - 
lion, not of justification. On this last ground, moreover, the expo¬ 
sition of Alting, Wolf, Carpzov, and others, which gives to uxodavvv 
here the sense of an expiatory death (by virtue of being like to Christ 
in his death, or else in accordance with the Jewish opinion that death 
is an expiation of alhoffences), and so makes hhixalurcu a-ri rr t g dfiao. 
riag mean, 1 is acquitted from the penalty of sin/ must be rejected ; 
although other reasons might be urged against it. 

We may understand bidixatairou, therefore, in the sense already 
intimated above, viz., freed, delivered from. Nothing is more com¬ 
mon in the writings of Paul than the use of dixaiooj in the sense of 
acquitting) freeing, viz., from the sentence or penalty of the law, &c. 
But here the idea seems to be more general, and is equivalent to that 
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conveyed by iXtuOegeu, which is substituted in its room in verse 18 
below. Compare 1* Pet. iv. 1, 6 iv mon), rrevaurai aaasr/as. In 

Sirach xxvi. 29, we read : ©y hixatud'/idirai xa-r/jX og anb cifAasrlug, a ped¬ 
lar ivill not be free from sin, meaning that in the course of his 
business he will almost of course be led to contract guilt. Reiche, 
however, retains the meaning of judicially acquitted or declared free, 
for dzdntcLlurcu. But he himself opposes the notion, that Paul here 
declares the © axoQavdv to be acquitted of the penalty of sin; for it 
is not the penalty here which is the question, but the power of sin, 
I do not understand, therefore, how he can adapt this sense of the 
word to the passage. 

Thus explained, verse 6 asserts the fact, that in case the old man 
is crucified, Christians can no more be engaged in the service of sin. 
Verse 7 enforces this declaration by a simile drawn from natural or 
physical death; viz., as he who is physically dead ceases from all 
action, and therefore from sin, so lie who is dead to sin (for this 
apodosis is implied) ceases from the practice of it. What is said 
literally of the one literal death, is said morally or spiritually of the 
other death which is of a moral nature. It hardly needs to be added 
here, that when the apostle speaks of natural death as freeing us 
from sin, he means from sinning here, in our present state and condi¬ 
tion. What may be the condition of the soul in a future world, is 
not here an object either of inquiry or of assertion. 

Glockler proposes a more simple interpretation and construction 
than the preceding. Pie reads thus : o arroOavuv [rjj upafiriu] d'dr/.alu 
rat x. r. X ,; supplying a/xa^ria from verse 2, and from what is implied 
in <fuv£6raupu>0^ and y.aragyriOji in verse 6. But he explains <3e5/?ca/Vra/ 
of justification from sin; which is wholly inapposite here, as the 
question respects the power and not the penalty of sin. But if 
(with Chrysostom] we understand dsdr/.a/urai here as equivalent to 
drrrpKXayrat (is freed), then the mode of exegesis in question may well 
be admitted. The reasoning then would stand thus : “ We know 
that our old man must be put to death, in order that the power 
of sin may be destroyed, so that we may no longer be in subjection 
to it; for he who dies in this manner, i. e ., dies unto sin by crucifying 
the old man, will be freed of course from the power of sin.’ This 
is not mere tautology (as it has been called) but only appealing to 
the fact, that crucifying sin so as to become dead to it, must from 
the nature of the case free us from slavishly obeying it. In any 
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way of construing the passage, apaorta. must here mean sin in its 
active sense, as personified and exercising power. It cannot mean 
penalty of sin; for that is not here the subject of discussion. 

(8) In order to understand the nicer shades of the apostle’s dis¬ 
course here, the reader must cast his eye back upon verse 5—7, and 
re-survey the course of thought, which is this: ‘ We are dead with 
Christ, and we shall live with him [in the sense explained above] ; 
for if wc arc made like him in the first respect, then we must be in 
the second. That such must be the case, follows from the fact that 
our“bft2 man is crucified, and we are thus freed from the power of sin 
and can no longer serve it.’ Yers. 5—7 are therefore merely an illus¬ 
tration or confirmation of ver. 4; and accordingly u yag and o yv.?, 
the usual signs of clauses added for such a purpose, here make their 
appearance. But ver. 8 commences with an u 5's, the latter of which 
here developes one of the nicer shades of meaning. As is not unfre- 
qucntly employed as a continuaiivc of the discourse; and particularly 
where the theme before introduced is resumed, and something added 
by way of illustration or confirmation ; in which case we may call it 
5s resumptionis. Here the apostle resumes the sentiment of ver. 4 
(Turretin and Tholuck say of ver. 5, overlooking the yug confirman- 
tis of ver. 5), for the sake of adding a new circumstance by way of 
establishing his position, viz., that as Christ died but once and thence¬ 
forth lives for ever a new life, so the believer dies once for all to sin 
when he truly dies to it; consequently he must ever after live a new 
life, and no more practise sin as he once did. 

E / 5s avrodavouiv x. r. X.; i. e., if we die unto sin, as he died for it; 
tor so vers. 4, 5 seq. lead us of course to interpret this .—^Zfcotisv 
avrfi, we shall live with him , or rather, like him we also shall live . 
See on auv in composition, in the remarks on ver. 4. Origen, Chry¬ 
sostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Heumann, Sender, Flatt, and others, 
have contended that avfyoofitv refers to future glory in another 
world ; and ltciche contends strongly for this exegesis. But the lat¬ 
ter part of vers. 4, 5, II, makes conclusively against it. The simple 
sentiment is as before, viz., that ‘as Christ died and rose again, so 
the Christian (in a inoral sense) dies and rises again ; as Christ lives 
a new life, so does he.’ If it be objected that this is repetition or 
tautology , the answer is, that the sentiment of the preceding verses is 
indeed resumed here, but it is for the purpose of adding a new circum¬ 
stance as evidence of what had been affirmed, viz., that Christ died 
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once for all, and so the Christian must die once for all to sin, t. £.,he 
can no more resume the practice of it. 

(9) Eidore; on is employed here in the same way as toZto yivth<fy.ovTt$ 
in ver. 6, and for the same purpose, viz., as prefatory to the introduc¬ 
tion of matter that was confessedly obvious and true. This form of 
speech is equivalent to saying : ‘ What I have now asserted must be 
true, inasmuch as you know this or that to be true from which my 
position is a plain and necessary deduction.’ 

obxcrt avrofofaxti, dies no more , i. e will never more die. The whole 
force of the illustration hangs on these two words ; for in these con¬ 
sists the additional matter which the apostle introduces.—Oavar&c 
.... xvgtevet, death has no more dominion over him; a repetition of 
the preceding thought in different language, in order to give it inten¬ 
sity. It is as much as to say, ‘ Christ will die no more, for death 
has no longer any power over him.* As to the sentiment here and 
in ver. 10, comp. Heb. ix. 25—28. x. 11—14. One is strongly 
tempted to believe, that the same hand traced all these passages, 
from the peculiar shade of sentiment which is found in them. They 
mutually illustrate and confirm each other. 

(10) "O yug .... e<pdKa%, for in that he died on account of sin once 
for all , or only once. The construction of o (neuter pronoun here) 
is rather unusual in the New Testament; comp. Gal. ii. 20 for an 
example of a somewhat similar nature. For its use in the classics, 
sec Matth. Gramm. II. 894. Like the corresponding Latin quod 
thus placed, it means in respect to this , viz., in respect to that which 
is immediately subjoined; which here is avedave. The sense 5 thus 
absolutely used is the same as xad' o.—rag illustrantis velconfrmanV'sy 
the verse being designed to confirm the preceding affirmation. 

T y\ u(Lu.prlct axedavev, he died to sin . But “lie who knew no sin,” 
could not die to sin in the sense that sinful men do. The use of 
the Dative, in order to signify on account of for the sake of is not 
strange; Furip. Androm. v. 334, rsCn,xa rf\ ejj Svyarei I die for the 
sake of your daughter . The Dativus causce vel occasionis also is 
not unfrequent, e . g.> Rom. xi. 20, 30 (see N. T. Gramm. § 106. 5). 
This might be applied to the expression before us, in case it stood 
alone, in the following way, viz., Christ died on account of the sins of 
men, t. e. y they w ere the occasion of his death, and he died in order 
to expiate them. But then we could not well interpret lf t rp 0e£ 
which follows, in like manner; and therefore we cannot admit this 
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solution. The true solution, after all, seems to be the general prin¬ 
ciple of the Dative, which is designed to express an object to which 
the action of the verb stands related, but not the object on which it 
directly terminates. This last is marked by the Accusative case 
after transitive verbs. Here the dying expressed by dvs&avsv bears 
a relation to rfj dfiagriq. This is designated by the Dative of this 
noun. But what the kind of relation is, the Dative docs not of itself 
designate. This must be gathered from the context, or from the 
nature of the case. And here the sense requires us to construe Christ’s 
dying to sin, as meaning that he died in order to diminish its power 
or influence ( Dat . incommodi as the grammarians express themselves 
in such a case).—’ lit. for once; but the meaning is, as we say 

in English, once for all; comp. Heb. ix. 12. x. 10. 

"O Zf rip Qtf>, but in respect to his living , he lives to God . 
As this clause is an antithesis of the former, so the Dative here is an 
antithesis of the one there employed; for here it is a species of the 
Dativus commodi (as grammarians call it), the meaning being evi¬ 
dently that i Christ lives to the honour and glory of God. 5 This in¬ 
deed he always did ; but not in that high and peculiar sense which 
is meant in reference to his state of exaltation. For such a sense 
of the Dative, and in a like case, comp. Born. xiv. 6—8. See also 
2 Cor. v. 13. Matt. iii. 1G. Luke i. 55. xix. 21. The case in Luke 
xx. 38, ffdvreg yug aurfi Zfxnv, resembles the present one in form, but 
not in sense, inasmuch as a(sc. 0e&) appears to mean by him . 
The o (neuter pronoun) is construed here as in the first clause of the 
verse. ‘ 

Chrysostom and Theophylact paraphrasa_r£> Qzf> by iv rjj duvupet 
rov 0i6u; which spoils the sense in the present connection. CEcu- 
menius says : u He lives by his divine naturewhich is equally in¬ 
apposite. The Dativus commodi is, therefore, the preferable prin¬ 
ciple. So Demosthenes : oux aicyyvovrai Zfjvrtg) they are not 

ashamed , who live for the advantage of Philip . Quinctil. (IX. 2), 
Mater . . . quae mihi vixit. 

(11) Now follows the comparison of the members with the head. 
Ouraj xai .... ©f£, in like manner you also must count yourselves 
dead to sin y but alive to God . For the sense of vsxgous rfi a /xagr/a, see 
on verse 2 above.— Zajvrag rfi ©e£, has here a meaning like to that 
in the preceding verse. Comp. Eph. ii. 5. Col. iii. 1. Eph. iii. 20, 

The principal difficulties in respect to verses 1—11, arc (1) That 
the comparison in verses 10, 11, between Christ and believers, will 
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not hold in the same sense. But on this I have already remarked 
under verse 4. (2) That Christ lived to God , in the sense here sup¬ 
posed to be asserted, before his resurrection as well aa after it. 
* How then,’ it is asked, ‘ can the apostle be supposed to assert what 
would imply that it was only after his resurrection that he lived to 
God ?’ The answer to this is virtually exhibited in the context. 
The apostle has said that Christ died to sin , once for all; death has 
no more dominion over him . Now as his living to God is placed in 
antithesis to this, the necessary implication is, that he lives to him 
in such a way as to have no more concern with suffering and sorrow 
on account of sin, he lives to him in a state that is new, and the 
happiness of which is not interrupted by sin. In like manner be¬ 
lievers are to become dead to sin, i. e ., to be unaffected by its solici¬ 
tations, and to be alive to God, i. e. devoted in heart and life to the 
honour and glory of God, or to live in a state in which God (and 
not sin) shall be the chief object of all their regard. All this is 1o 
be attained h X. Tjjtfou, through Jesus Christ , for this' is the only 
name given under heaven among men, whereby we can attain to 
such a happy condition. Or the sense may be, and from the well 
known idiom of Paul probably is : ( you, being in Christ Jesus 
must count yourselves as living to God, &c/—T£ Ki/f/p i/iwis con¬ 
sidered by Knapp, Griesbach, and Koppe, as being spurious. It 
matters nothing to the sense of the passage in general, whether it 
be received or rejected. 

(12) Ojv, therefore , i . e ., all this being true which I have said, it 
follows that sin ought not to reign, Sic, — BaciXr/sru), reign , predomi¬ 
nate , have rule; see on verse 17.—Tw SnjrSJ l in your mor¬ 
tal body . The word Sv?;™ has given occasion here to a variety of 
exegeses. The reason why the apostle calls the body Sv»irov, mortal\ 
exposed to deaths seems to be, that he may present in an impressive 
manner the sin and folly of permitting the lusts and passions of a 
frail , perishable body, to have dominion over the soul. The ground 
why he 6pcaks of the body as the scat of reigning sin, is that its 
passions and lusts have great influence in leading men to sin. It 
is evident that cuy.* Svjj™ here is equivalent to eavrovg in verse 13, 
and to vjMUiv in verses 14, 1G ; excepting that the representation is, as 
has been suggested, rendered more impressive by this designation. 
2 u/ia is often employed in Greek, as a designation of the whole per- 
son , e.g., 'yjvcux.uv xa/ vraibuv cu/iara, Jos. Antiq, XI. 3. 10 ; SO xara 
cuiLv.) man by man; and so the Latin corpus. But in the passage 
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before us I cannot doubt that the apostle means to designate the 
body as the seat of carnal passions and lusts. Comp, with the senti¬ 
ment here, Rom. vii. 5, 23, 24. viii. 3, 6, 7. See also the remarks 
on rb gZ)[lu rr\g apaoriag, verse 6 above. 

E/? rb vrraxouetv .... aurou, i. e ., let sin not have such predominance 
as to yield obedience to its dictates. There seems to be a tacit 
acknowledgment in the form of this expression, that sinful appetites 
are not extinguished in the believer; he must keep them in subjec¬ 
tion, but he does not wholly extinguish them. Fact accords with 
this. The enemy is taken captive, but not absolutely slain. 

if he text varies in the latter part of this verse; the Receptus 
reading aurp h raTg emtoufiiUtg avrou; which is wholly omitted in Clar., 
Germ., Ambros., Faustin.; rejected by Griesbach, Koppe, andTho- 
luck : and suspected by Vater and Flatt. TaTg imh/iiaig aurou is 
supported by many MSS., versions, and fathers, and received by 
Bengel, Knapp, Lachmann, and others. Al Wfi simply, in the place 
of this, is supported by several MSS., D., E., F., G., Clar., and some 
of the fathers, and admitted by Mill. There are some other varieties 
of reading; e. g. y aurp y aurov t airyv, ev aurfi, and avriqg. Rciche thinks 
the whole clause was originally omitted, and that the varieties have 
arisen from efforts to supply a seeming deficiency by conjecture. It 
is a mere question of lower criticism. The sense is not materially 
varied by any of the readings. 

(13) Uagicrdvere, proffer, give us , devote , afford . means liter¬ 

ally, the members of the body ; which, however, here designate the 
whole man . This verse, then, is only a virtual repetition of the 
preceding one, in different language and forthe sake of intensity.— 
*OcrXa here, as Reiche thinks, should be rendered (as usual) armour; 
because sin is represented as a king, and compelling us to his service. 
But idea of contest is not the predominating one here ; and therefore 
ofirX a may more appropriately be rendered instruments. The article 
is omitted before it, although in apposition with rd fieXn; see N. T. 
Gramm. § 89. 6. Or it may be construed as following eJvai under¬ 
stood.— Tj; dfiagrlu connects with fin raw Graven give not up to sin y 
t. c. y to sinful lust or desire, or to the service of sin, your members 
as instruments of iniquity , L e. y as instruments of doing that which is 
sinful. 

Tp being arranged immediately after ^aoacrncan here, shows 
that rp dfiapr/q in the clause above is to be construed in like manner. 
—'H; ex vexgdiv ^dvrag, as alive from the dead , i. e. y as raised from the 
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dead ; comp. Eph. ii. 1, 5. The ground of this figurative language 
id easily discovered in verses 3—11. That moral life and death are 
here meant, the reader scarcely needs to be reminded. 

Ka/ rd [^raoaffrijffare^ . ... ru> Oi£j, [give up] to God your 

members as instruments of righteousness; viz. as instruments of 
doing that which is lawful and right. Tu> OeZ is construed here by 
some as a Dativus commodiy in the following manner, viz., for God y 
i. e.y for the glory and honour of God. Tholuck prefers this con¬ 
struction. But analogy with the preceding clause seems plainly to 
require a different one, viz., such as I have given in the translation 
above. 

(14)' ' A (Maoria ydg .... y.voitvati, for sin shall not have dominion 
over us. The ydg here makes no little difficulty ; yet commentators 
in general have passed it by, without even noticing it. The most 
simple method of accounting for it is, that the apostle assigns that 
which is said in ver. 14, as a reasonable and proper ground of the 
commands given in verses 12, 13. If it be true that Christians are 
under gracey and that therefore they will be enabled to subdue sin, 
then is this a good reason why they are exhorted and commanded to 
do so. That the sense of the verse is prediction , promise (and not 
simply command or obligation), I must believe, with the great body 
of commentators, i. g. y Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, Theodoret, 
Melancthon, Erasmus, Calviu, Tholuck, Buckert, Kciche, &c . It 
was as true under the law as it is under gracey that men were obli¬ 
gated not to sin; and therefore an expression of mere obligation here 
seems to be fairly out of question. So far as the Fut. tense is itself 
concerned it is susceptible of such an interpretation; for the Fut. 
may predicty or express obligation ; but it never can express mere 
physical possibility. Prediction is here the only consistent sense 
for it. 

Ou ydg tare ...» X c *§ /V ’ f 0T V e are 710 1 under law but under grace ; 
an expression much contested, and not unfrequently misunderstood. 
The simple meaning seems to me plainly to be: £ Ye are not under a 
legal dispensation, but a gracious one.’ This is a general proposition 
and one which the reader will hardly be able to understand, without 
reading the remainder of this chapter and also chapters vii. viii. 
By so doing he will see, that the apostle means to assert the incom¬ 
petency of the law to furnish the requisite means for the sanctification 
of t' e sinner in his present condition. See in particular vii. 1—5, 
9 —11. viii. 3, 4. The confidence of Paul that sin would not have 
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dominion over Christians, was wholly reposed in the grace proffered 
by the gospel. He well knew that no strictness of precept, no 
authority of law, no sanctions of it however awful, would effectually 
deter men from sin. lie has shown in chap, vii., that the law, in¬ 
stead of doing this, is even the occasion of the sinner’s being plunged 
into deeper guilt and condemnation than he would otherwise be. 
How then can it deliver cither from the power and penalty of sin ? 
It can do neither. The latter of these he has abundantly shown, in 
chap§. i.—iv. The former is what he now designs to assert, and what 
lie goes on to illustrate and confirm. 

To say, with some commentators, that vrrb voftov refers only to the 
ceremonial law, would be to give the passage a sense frigid and in¬ 
ept. Where, in all the sequel down to the end of chap. viii. is there 
any thing which reminds us that the discussion here has relation 
merely to the ceremonial law? Does not chap. vii. 5—25 most fully 
contradict such a view of the subject? The law there discussed is 
not only “ holy and just and good,” but it is the internal moral law, 
the v6'j,o; rou vcog (verse 23), it is a vojulo; cmu,aar//to£ (verse 14). 

‘But how can it be true, that Christians are not under the law? 
The Saviour did not come to abolish the moral law; nay, he came 
that it might be fulfilled (Matt. v. 17, 18); how then can it be said 
that wc are not under the moral law?* 

My answer is, that this is not designed to be said. Every expres¬ 
sion of such a nature as the one under examination, is of course to be 
understood according to the circumstances and intention of the writer. 
Paul had to do with Jewish legalists. And wliat was their doctrine ? 
It was, that salvation was attainable by legal obedience, not in the¬ 
ory only, but in an actual and practical way, i. e., as a matter of fact. 
It was, moreover, that the law, by its precepts, its restraints, and its 
penalties, was an adequate and effectual means of sanctification. The 
first part of this scheme the apostle has overthrown in chaps, i.—iv.; 
the last part he is now employed in overthrowing.—How he does this 
the reader may see, by reperusing the illustration of the general 
course of thought prefixed to the present chapter, 

Now that Christians are not under the law, either as an actual, 
effectual, adequate means of justification or sanctification, is true. 
If they are so, their case is utterly hopeless; for ruin must inevitably 
ensue. That they are not so, the apostle asserts in the verse under 
consideration. And from the sequel of his remarks (vi. 15—viii. 39), 
it is plain that this is all which he means. What can be plainer, than 

T 
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that the moral law as precept, is altogether approved and recognized 
by him? See chap. vii. 12—14. Nay, so far is the apostle from 
pleading for abolition or repeal of moral precept, that he asserts 
directly (viii. 3, 4), that the gospel is designed to secure obedience 
to these precepts ; which the law itself was unable to do. 

It is then from the law viewed in this light, and this only, viz., as 
inadequate to effect the sanctification and secure the obedience of 
sinners, that the apostle here declares us to be free. Who can ob¬ 
ject to this? Or if any one should object, how is he to answer the 
arguments which the apostle has adduced in the sequel, in order to 
confirm his declaration ? 

Let no one, then, abuse this declaration, by imagining that it in 
any measure affords ground to believe, that Christians are freed from 
obligation to obey the precepts of the moral law. What is the 
divine law but a transcript of the divine will? And are not Chris¬ 
tians to be conformed to this? Is not all the law summed up in 
these two declarations : “ Thou shalt love the Lord with all thine 
heart; and thy neighbour as thyself!” And are Christians absolved 
from loving God and their neighbour? If not, then this part of the 
subject stands unembarrassed by any thing which the apostle has 
said in our text or context. Indeed, when rightly viewed, there is 
no ground at all for embarrassment. 

I will only suggest in addition, that ucro XH Vi implies that Chris¬ 
tians are placed in a condition or under a dispensation of which grace 
is the prominent feature ; grace to sanctify as well as renew the 
heart; grace to purify the evil affections; grace to forgive offences 
though often repeated, and thus to save from despair, and to excite 
to new efforts of obedience. Viewed in this light, there is abundant 
reason for asserting, that Christians, under a system of grace, will 
much more effectually throw off the dominion of sin, than they 
would do if under a mere law dispensation. 

(15) T/ ovv . . . . XH tv '> fVAaf then ? Shall ice sin , because tro 
are not under the law but under grace ? i. e., What shall we say to 
this ? viz., to what he had been declaring. Shall we conclude that 
one may sin, &c. ? The first impression made by the declaration of 
the apostle, we might easily suppose, would lead the legalists to such 
a conclusion. i Is not the law,’ he would ask, i holy? Does it not 
forbid all sin ? And does not grace forgive sin? How then can grace 
restrain sin?’ That is, why may we not sin, if we are under grace 
merely and not under the law ? But this question the apostle fol- 
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lows with a /tj) yevoiro; and he then goes on to illustrate and confirm 
the important truth which he had uttered in verse 14. Comp, 
verse 1. 

(16) Oux o7<$a re; Know ye not? i. e. y I take it for granted that ye 
know and believe. The reader will not fail to mark how often the 
apostle introduces this and the like expressions, as a preface to matter 
which he knows is well understood, and to which he expects assent 
will be given by those whom he addresses; see rouro yivuexovrtg verse 
6, and tidorsg verse 9. 

'On i f .... btfaxoveTt, that to whomsoever ye give up yourselves as 
servants hound to obey , ye arc the servants of him whom ye obey . 
AouXovg tig vvaxoi}v means servants unto obedience , i. e. y servants bound 
to obey, devoted to obedience; tig before the Accusative denotes 
purpose, object, intention, obligation. AoCXo/ itin, i. e. y when you 
have once given up yourselves to any one as bovXoug tig veraxo^v, you 
are no longer your own masters or at your own disposal; you have 
put yourselves within the power and at the disposal of another mas¬ 
ter. If the reader will call to mind the extent of a master’s power 
over his slave or servant in the days of Paul, he will perceive the 
unusual strength of the expressions here. 

"Hro/ afia^riag .... 8ixaioffvv7jv, whether of sin unto death y or of 
obedience unto justification; i. e. y ye are servants when once ye have 
given yourselves up either to sin or to righteousness. If ye give up 
yourselves as servants of sin, then you must expect the consequence 
to be death : for “the wages of sin is death,” ver. 23. Once devoted 
to sin, and continuing to be so, you cannot avoid the end of it, w r hich 
is death. But if you are the servants of that obedience which is 
unto justification , i. e. y which is connected with justification, which 
ends in it, then you may expect eternal life (£wj?v aiwmv, vcr. 22). 
The argument intended to be urged by these representations is, that 
when the Christian has once given himself up as the servant of grace 
he will of course, if sincere, yield obedience to its dictates; and these 
are such os will lead tig d/xaioffuvyv, to justification. That such is the 
meaning of the last phrase here, seems to me quite clear from its 
being the antithesis of tig Safarov. Why the construction of thesg 
passages should have been a matter of so much dissension and doubt 
among commentators as it has been, I do not see. When I compare 
the very explicit epexegeeis of the whole in vers. 21, 22, where 
a/wwov is substituted for dixaioauvriv in ver. 16, all seems to be plain and 
easy. Yet if the reader will consult even the commentaries of Tholuck 
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and Flatt, he will find himself unable (at least I have been so), to 
make out an explicit opinion from either. There is, indeed, a little 
doubt about the genuineness of the reading tig Zavarov, inasmuch as 
Codd. D., E., the Syriac version, and two or three Codd. minusc. 
omit it. Yet, on the whole, no substantial doubt remains that we 
should admit it. Then what is there so strange and difficult in the 
contrast here? Paul says we must be the servants of him to whom 
we devote ourselves, we must go where and when he bids; and this 
holds true, he adds, whether we apply it to our being the servants of 
sin, which will lead us to death, i. e ., condemnation, or to our being 
the servants of that obedience which is connected with or leads to 
justification, i. £., pardon, acquittal from the penalty of the law. How 
can dixaioauvi jf here mean holiness , uprightness , when vxay.or, itself ne¬ 
cessarily implies this very idea? AY hat is an obedience which leads 
to righteousness? Or how does it differ from righteousness itself, 
inasmuch as it is the very act of obedience which constitutes righte¬ 
ousness in the sense now contemplated? Then, moreover, the con¬ 
trast here with ^amrov does not seem to leave any room for doubt, 
what the meaning must be. The sentiment is ‘Fearful as the con¬ 
sequences of sin are, when you are its servants you must follow its 
dictates. But on the other hand, the obedience which you yield to 
grace, is a joyful, glorious service, ending in eternal life/ How 
Beiche can maintain that nothing more than physical death with its 
terrors is meant, when it is placed in opposition to bixatotlivw here 
and to aiuiviov in ver. 22, I am unable to see. But having once 
taken this ground in regard to v. 12, he seems to feel the inconsis¬ 
tency of retreating here. Ouvarcv means condemnation or sentence 
of death; and bixaioabv?jv, acquittal , justification , sentence of acquittal. 
11 ow l\eiche could render the latter holiness , when he compared 
verse 22, [ do not perceive. 

(17) Xag/; 5s ... . bidac^ Jfc, but thanks be unto God that ye were 
the servants of sin , but have become obedient from the heart to that 
model of doctrine in which ye have been instructed. Such is the literal 
translation. But the nature of the case is sufficient to show, that 
the apostle’s thanks to God are not designed to have a special bear¬ 
ing on bovXoi rijg a/lagriag. In view of the whole case, viz., that 
they once were the servants of sin, but now are devoted to Christian 
obedience, Paul thanks God, as well he might, for i there is joy in 
heaven over one sinner that repenteth/ But to say that he thanks 
God with special reference to the fact that they were sinners, aud 
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because they were so, would be saying what contradicts not only the 
whole strain of Paul’s epintles, but all the Bible. Besides, the mean¬ 
ing of here plainly is, that i ye once were but no longer are/ i. 
that having once been so they have ceased to be so. Thus in Latin : 
Fuit Ilium ; fuimus Troes. 

It has been proposed here to render on although ; but, first, there 
is no adequate authority for such a translation; secondly, the present 
construction of the sentence requires on as rationem reddens in 
respect to Tl ? and the & (but) after vm jxoutfarf indicates 
that on in the preceding clause retains its usual sense. The true 
solution of the difficulty consists in taking the whole phrase together; 
for then a meaning is conveyed, which might well excite the mind 
of the apostle to gratitude. 

‘Torjjxoucrare 3s ex xagS/ag, but yc have heartily or sincerely become 
obedient . The apostle means to express his cheering confidence in 
the reality of their devotedness to the cause of Christ, which they 
professed to love ; and this seems tome to be all that he here means 
to express. Tholuck says, however, that CcDjxoiWre joined with U 
xagdiag, ‘is designed to render conspicuous the idea of the free will 
with which the sinner first came to Jesus and received pardon.’ 
Was it true, then, that Jesus first sought the sinner, or the sinner 
him ? Do we u love him because he first loved usor is it the 
reverse? That the sinner was “willing,” I doubt not; but that he 
was u made willing in the day of God’s power,” seems to be equally 
plain. Does not “God work in us both to will and to do V* 

E/’f ov . . . . bibayrig. The construction here has given much 
trouble to critics. It need not have done so ; for unaxovu may govern 
the Accusative as well as the Dative; see examples of the Accusative 
in Prov. xxix. 12. Deut. xxi. 18. It may also govern the Genitive; 
e. g. y Deut. xxi. 20. xxvi. 14, 17, et al. saepe. The Dative after it, 
however, is most common. Wemay then construe thus: 3or?j xobcan 
ru-Tov 6tda%7i$ .... dg ov ‘TragadoQqn. E tg with the Accusative very 
frequently follows -7raga3/3ai/i/, although the simple Dative is the most 
usual. But here the Dative would not give the sense— into which 
ye have been initiated , or in respect to which ye have been instructed . 

A second way of solving the grammatical construction, is by 
attraction . The noun, as all grammarians of course know, is almost 
as often attracted to the case of the pronoun, as the pronoun is to 
that of the noun. The former we may suppose to be the case here, 
so that riVov is written for rucw, which latter would be the more 
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usual construction after i/waxouw. Why Tholuck, Flatt, and others, 
should prefer the forced construction here, vnyxovaaTi rig toko* og -»ace- 
660% bfifty I do not see. They do not seem to have adverted to the 
fact, that iVaxouw may take the simple Accusative after it, as shown 
above. Even Reiche has overlooked this. 

That \jW 7 }x.ov<raTs, in the second clause here, corresponds to rir e 6oZ/.tt 
in the first, is plain. The apostle might have used idouXwfyrs in the 
room of it; but corresponds better to the phraseology of 

the preceding verse. 

Tuffov d/3a^5j£, model of doctrine ; runts, model, form, example , &e. 
Comp. Rom. ii. 20, r?jg yvuxisug ; 2 Tim. i. 13, vnorunsofft; 

byiamvTuv \6yuv. In the classics also such expressions occur; e, g ., 
Jambl. Vita Pythag. c. 16. He had rJjj ncuhiugtwg 6 runog to iwrog, 
such a model of instruction , and looking to this, &c. ; lb. c. 23, 
“For the sake of rendering more conspicuous rh ru-rov rr^g dida<rxaX/a;.’ 
Bretschneider (Lex. rv-rog) gives the meaning of rvnov BiBayjig here, by 
doctrina animis vestris insculpta , meaning that runov should be ren¬ 
dered impression; a sense which might receive some countenance 
from sjLL<puT9v \6yov in James i. 21, but which, however, cannot be 
maintained as Pauline, after weighing the examples in Rom. ii. 20. 
2 Tim. i. 13.—’E% xaehtag means willingly, heartily, sincerely . riap?- 
5q6t)t£ refers to the fact that they had been taught of God, or taught 
of the apostles. I see no good reason, however, why the idea may 
not include both, and so generally designate all the right teaching 
which they had received. 

(18) ’EXtudeguQevree . . . a/xagr/af, being freed from sin, u e ., from 
a state of bondage to sin, from being the servants of sin. This was 
effected, when they passed from death unto life,” from “ the 
bondage of Satan to enjoy the liberty of the children of God.” Then 
it was also, that they became the Lord’s ; they became so ix xa alias. 
Being 66 bought with a price,” they held themselves, in their new 
state, to be under obligation to “ glorify God with their bodies and 
with their spirits which are his which is expressed by rji 

3/xa/offuMj.—The Bt in this verse is continuative , t. e ., it means then or 
moreover . 

It is easy to see, that verses 17, 18, do not advance the argument 
of the apostle. They are not designed for this purpose; but only for 
the sake of making an impression on the minds of his readers. He 
intends to show them, that they have a personal interest in what he 
says, and indeed that they are themselves examples of what he is 
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declaring. To the like purpose are the declarations in verses 19, 20. 
Verse 18 may indeed be viewed as an appeal ad hominem: ‘Ye, 
brethren, are no more the servants of sin; how then can you any 
longer continue to obey its dictates? Ye have become the servants 
of righteousness; and of course you must obey its dictates, t. e., live 
a life of holiness/ 

(19) >A4 ou irivov Xeyco SCCniS to be equivalent to xar avQgutrov Xeyw, 
iii. 5; i. e ., I speak as men are accustomed to speak, viz., I use such 
language as they usually employ in regard to the affairs of common 
life. So the classic Greek authors say in the like sense, uvOguvivog 
Xeycj or avOguiruus Xeyw; see Aristoph. Range, 1090. Vespa?, 1174. 
Strato in Athenseus, Deipnos. Tom. Ill lib. IX. 29. So also the 
Latins; as Petronius, Satyr, c. 50, Saepius poetice quam humane lo- 
cutus es. Cicero, de Divinat. IT. 64, hominum more dicere. The 
apostle means to say, that in speaking of the subject under consider¬ 
ation, he uses language borrowed from common life, which may be 
easily understood. The reason of this he now proceeds to assign. 
I consider the declaration in dvCguvivov Xeyu as referring to what pre¬ 
cedes and also to what follows; and consequently only as a paren¬ 
thesis thrown in between the members of a sentence ; for in reality 
verses 18, 19 make but one sentence, as the causal particle yug 
shows. 

A/i rj)y ♦ . . . bftw, because of the weakness of your flesh , i. e., be¬ 
cause of the feebleness or imperfection of your spiritual knowledge, 
or of your ability to comprehend me, whicli is occasioned by the 
flesh, i. e., the carnal part, having so great an influence. Or rrjg 
aagxbg bpuiv may, like the Hebrew be used by way of periphrasis, 
merely to indicate your own selves . Or aoOhuav may be used here 
(as atdevuv is in Romans v. 6) for moral weakness. So Beza and 
others; but this is an improbable sense; for the apostle does not 
here speak in the tone of chiding . The expression in 1 Cor. iii. 1, 
seems to afford aid sufficient to make the matter plain : “ I could 
not speak to you as ^mu/i ar/xc/V but as cagxixoTg ;” which latter word 
is immediately explained by the epexegetical clause, Hg prjm'oig iv Xg/- 
ffrtp. So then the aattpeta, rr\g aagxhg may be regarded as indicating (if 
I may thus speak) the feeble or infantile state of spiritual knowledge 
among the Romans; and to adapt himself to this, the apostle had 
made use of the familiar phraseology which the context exhibits. 
In giving this construction to aaQhitav rijg ffagxbg v/muv, we must regard 
rrjg eagx6g as Gen. causa vel auctoris; so that the sense is : 1 The 
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weakness which the flesh or carnal part occasions, viz., the inability 
to comprehend language of a higher and more difficult nature, which 
had been occasioned by their fleshly passions and appetites. 

"rLtfirtg ydg .... avofi/av, for as ye have given up your members to 
be the servants of impurity and iniquity , for the sake of iniquity. 
The ydg here may seem, at first view, to be rather difficult of ex¬ 
planation. But the simple ground of it is to be found in the im¬ 
plied sentiment: 1 Ye must now be the servants of righteousness, for 
as, &c.’ That is, t Ye must be servants of righteousness, if you 
would act consistently; for when you served sin you engaged ac¬ 
tively in its service, and so it must be when you serve righteous¬ 
ness.’ 

Ta /xeXtj u/xw^is equivalent to tri/xa dmror in verse 12. It is resum¬ 
ing the diction of verse 13. The ground of the usage is, that our 
members are the instruments actually employed either in the service 
of sin or righteousness. They are our instrumental agents.—AoDXa 
is here an adjective, doDXog .73 -av, comp. Wisd. xv. 7.— Tv\ axadageia xai 
rj) avo/iiq, Dat. commodi , at least a species of it. — E ig rfa dvo^ictv for 
the purpose of iniquity , t. e ., of doing iniquity, of committing sin. 

O'yrw vvv ... . ciyiaGfiov, so now give up your members to be the 
servants of righteousness , for the sake of holiness. — E ig dy/aoyxov 
stands here without the article, although we have in the antithesis 
tig tt} v dvo/uav. But this is one of those cases in which the writer 
may insert or omit the article, without any important difference of 
meaning in his discourse. Abstract and monadic nouns allow this 
liberty ; N. Test. Gramm. § 89. 2. 

(20) * Ore yag .... d/xaiotruvp, for when ye were the servants of 
sin ye were free in respect to righteousness . The expression in itself 
is not difficult, excepting perhaps the last clause of it; but the con¬ 
nection and object of the verse are somewhat difficult. Tholuck 
6ays that ydo points to verse 22, in respect to the reward of Chris¬ 
tians; but this is a liberty with yag which it would be no easy task 
to justify. I must connect it with what precedes, in this case, not 
with what follows. What says the apostle? ‘As you onee served 
sin, so now you must serve holiness. [Your present relation admits 
of no other conclusion] ; for when you served sin, you deemed your¬ 
selves free from all obligation to righteousness, [so now, serving 
holiness, count yourselves free from all obligation to sin].* I cannot 
see in what other way ore yag x. r. X. is here connected. As ydg co/t- 
firmantis vel illustrantis, we must take the particle here ; and if so, 
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then I cannot make out the object of the verse in any other way 
than as above. There is, indeed, an anacoluthon in this case; but 
how often Paul admits this into his epistles, the distinguishing 
reader of them needs not to be informed. 

Bretschneider (Lex. eXtvdego*;) renders eXevOegot, destituti ; and so 
many others have done; but this is a sense which it would be diffi¬ 
cult to vindicate, and which is unnecessary. When the apostle says, 
that they, being the servants of sin, were eXeudego/ rp BtKouoffvvp, he can¬ 
not mean that in fact they were free from all obligation to holiness 
(for this can never be true of any moral being whatever); he must 
mean, then, that in their own estimation, or according to the tenor 
of their own reasonings, they were absolved from obligation to pur¬ 
sue holiness; or he means, that in fact they lived as those who are 
absolved from obligation to holiness. I understand him here to be 
making an appeal ad hominem , as in the preceding verse, and to say 
in effect: f Since you formerly, when in the service of sin, counted 
yourselves free from the dominion of holiness ; so now, as the ser¬ 
vants of righteousness, count yourselves free from all obligation to 
obey sin.’ The Dative here (Wj dncaiocvvi j) belongs to that class of 
Datives whose office it is to designate relation to , respect to, a parti¬ 
cular thing, i. e., the noun is put in the Dative, which limits to a 
particular thing a predicate which in its own nature is general. So 
here —a general idea — but rjj dixatocuvp limits it to this parti¬ 

cular thing. See New Test. Gramm. § 106. 1; and comp. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 20. Acts vii, 51. xx. 22. 1 Cor. vii. 34. Heb. v. 11. 

(21) Tiva ovv . . . . 6 zaioyfnok; What fruit , moreover , had ye then, 
in respect to those things [of which] ye are now ashamed ? There are 
various ways of pointing and constructing this sentence. Some put 
the interrogation point after tots, and make the answer to be: 1 Such 
fruit as ye are now ashamed of.’ So Koppe ; with whom Flatt and 
Tholuck agree. I prefer the division of Knapp, who points as above. 
Ouv ( “ orationi continuandce inservit .” (Bretschn. Lex.). There seems 
to me plainly to be a transition in the discourse here to another 
topic, viz., from the topic of obligation of which the writer had been 
speaking, to that of consequence , i. e ., either penalty or reward. This 
makes the second point of comparison, between being under the law 
and under grace. The end or event of the two states is unspeakably 
different. The writer, however, assumes the position here, that 
while under the law men will continue to sin, and thus bring death 
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upon themselves. It is only in the sequel (chap. vii. 5—25), that he 
fully illustrates the reason or ground of this. 

Kaj-Tri* u%in x. t. X. f must here mean ; What reward had ye ? 
What benefit did ye experience? Comp. Rom. i. 13. xv. 28. Heb. 
xii. 11. v E;£g/y xag-ToV baa a different meaning from pwv xaem To 
make the construction full, exemuv must be understood before if cJg. 
Such an ellipsis is very frequent; see Bretschn. Lex. o$, c. (3 . ’Ecra/- 
e^uvo/xai usually governs the Accusative, but is here constructed 
with sTi after it. 

To yu.% riXog exsivcov Sdvarog, for the end of those things is death ; viz., 
of such things as they formerly practised, but are now ashamed 
of. TiXog retains here a sense which is very common, viz., the conse¬ 
quence , final event, fata ultima , cxitus rex . Taj confirmantis; as if 
the writer had said : i What solid good could result from your former 
course of life, since the end of this course must be death?’ For the 
sense of Sa \>aro;, see chap. v. 12. 

(22) N wJ 6s ... . dytag/iiv, but noio y being freed from sin, and hav~ 
ing become servants to God y ye have your fruit in respect io holiness. 
The preceding context explains iXevdsecoQivre; .... ©e£. v ^x (rt Til¥ 
xag-rov must mean the same as in verse 21, viz., you have your benefit 
or reward, —E/j .... hyiasiiov, in respect to holiness or sanctifica¬ 
tion (Bretschn. Lex. tig, 4) ; not (with Flatt and others) unto holiness 
i. e.y the consequences are, that ye are holy. It is not the writer’s 
object here to represent the consequence of serving God as being the 
attainment of holiness ; for serving GWimplies that holiness already 
exists. It is the fruits , i. e. } the consequences of serving God, which 
Paul here brings into view; for nothing else would make out the 
antithesis to the preceding vetSe; a circumstance overlooked by many 
commentators. I understand the apostle as saying : * You already 
enjoy important benefits, in respect to'a holy course of life ; and you 
hope for more important benefits still, viz., a/wwov.’ 

T&&.... aldvitv, and the end [is to possess] eternal life. The 
reader will observe, that the Acc. aldvicv) renders it necessary 
here to supply some verb in order to complete the construction; and 
some verb which is different from that in verse 21 (lev/), where ^ca«- 
Tog is in the Nom. The sentence may be filled out in two ways ; 
viz., (1) Ti TeXog [e^eiy or e%eiv] aidviov, (2) Ti & riXcg 

aidiviov. The sense is the same in both cases. In the latter case, 
a!u>viov is put in apposition with ri reXog, and is explanatory of it. 
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In the former case, the construction is thus : ‘The end or event will 
be, that you shall obtain everlasting happiness.’ One or the other 
of these constructions, the context and the form of the words compel 
us to adopt. 

The reader cannot help remarking here the antithesis between 
a/uv/ov and Sayaroc. How can the latter be temporal only ? 
What comparison would this make, between the two members of 
the antithesis ? 

(23) Such consequences must follow from the established rules of 
the divine government, respecting the fruits of sin and of holiness. 

Ta ya,g .... Savxrog, for the reward (wages) of sin is death; 
comp, on Rom. v. 12 .—Tag confirmantis; for what is said in the 
sequel confirms vers. 21,22.—’oj/wwa, properly the rations of soldiers , 
t. e.y their wages, which at first were paid in grain, meat, fruit, &c., 
but afterwards in money. Observe that the apostle employs this 
term in order to designate something which was really the proper 
due of sin, viz., for the service of it ; as the wages which a soldier 
earns by his hard military service, are properly his due- But on the 
other hand the reward of Christians is all of grace y not of debt; and 
so it i9 designated in the sequel by ya^usiLOL. 

* Ev Xgjffrip Ijjtfou rip Ki/gfy 7ijau)v 9 i. e. y through the redemption or 
atonement of Christ, iii. 23—26. v. 1, 8, 11, 17—19, 21. 
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CHAP. VII. 1—4. 

The variety of opinion respecting the first four verses in this chapter, is ao great, and bo many 
difficulties present themselves in the way of almost every exegesis which has hitherto been pro¬ 
posed, that one is strongly tempted to abandon the hope, that any tiling can be offered which 
will be satisfactory to an enlightened and inquiring mind. After long and often-repeated study 
of these verses, however, I have come to the persuasion, that the difficulty with most commentators, 
lies principally in their insisting upon too minute comparison between the conjugal connection 
here mentioned, and the connection of Christians with the law. A minute and exact comparison 
cannot be made; for, (l) The apostle represents the husband as dying, and the ictfe as 
becoming free in consequence of his death. Then, (2) Chrhtians are said to die to the law (not 
the law to them), and they are thus prepared to be affianced to Christ; i. e., the party who dies 
is,in this last case, represented as married to another; white, in respect to the literal conjugal 
anion, it is of course only the party who lives that can be joined to another. This apparent dis¬ 
similitude between the two cases, has given great trouble to commentators ; and in fact it appears 
inexplicable, unless we acquiesce in a mere general point of similitude as to the things compared, 
without insisting on minute and circumstantial resemblances. 

Let us inquire first of all: What is the object of the writer in presenting the comparison before 
us ? The answer is, to illustrate and defend the sentiment avowed in chap. vL 14 ; viz. “ For we 
are not under the law. but under grace." Those Christians w ho were inclined to be legalists, and 
to look for justification or sanctification (the la.ter is here the subject of the writer) by the law, 
and therefore to hold fast to the law as an adequate mean3 of accomplishing this end, would 
easily take offence at such a declaration. * What!’ they would naturally say,' does the gospel 
then absolve us from our relation to the law? Shall we throw by the ancient Scriptures as of 
no more use to us, hecause we now come under a new dispensation of grace 7 

The apostle has prepared the way in chap. vi. 16—21, for the declaration which be is now 
about to make relative to thi9 subject. He has there shown, as we have already seen, that a 
state of grace diminishes nothing of our obligation to refrain from sin ; for by this very state are 
we made servants to righteousness ; and the practice of holiness iB at the same time urged upon 
us, by the prospect of a glorious reward, while the neglect of it is followed by endless misery. He 
now advances another step, and declares that we are “ dead to the law," i. e., that the law is an 
(Jhcient means of sanctification (which the legalist holds it to be), has been renounced by true 
Christians ; for the death of Christ “ who is the end of the law for righteousness to every one who 
believes," in whom, moreover, we profess to trust as the ground of our sanctification as well a9 
justification, has placed us in a new relation as to adequate means of being sanctified, and freed 
us from the vain and deceptive hopes of legalists, who were leaning upon the law as the ground 
of sanctification and justification. 

I have already stated reasons for supposing that the apostle is here speaking in particular of 
the law as an adequate means of sanctification; see the introduction to chap. vi. I merely remark 
here, that the close of ver. 4 shows very explicitly, that the special object which the apostle now 
considers a9 attainable by becoming dead to the law and affianced to Christ, is Vva Kapnopopljerw^ev 
7 <* e efi Sanctification then, not justification (as many commentators suppose), is here the parti¬ 
cular subject of the writer’s attention. 

Vers. i—4 may rather be called an illustration of what the apostle had avowed in vi. 14. than 
an argument to establish the declaration there made. The simple basis of the whole comparison 
I understand thus: ‘Brethren, you arc aware that death, in all cases, dissolves the relation which 
exists between an individual and a law by which lie was personally bound. For example: the 
conjugal law ceases to be in force, by the death of one of the parties. So it is in the case of Chris¬ 
tians. They not only die to Bin, f. e., renounce it, when they are baptized into the death of Christ. 

vi. 2_ii; but they also die to the law at the same time, i. e ., they renounce all their hopes and 

expectations of being Banclifled by the law, so that sin w-ill no more have dominion over them. 
They do, by the very fact of becoming real Christiana, profess to receive Christ os their "wisdom, 
and Justification, and sanctification (a-paa^ior) and redemption, 1 Cor. 1. 30. 

Let the reader consider, for a moment, the true nature of the declaration Just quoted. Christ 
is our wisdom, t, e., our teacher, he who communicates the spiritual knowledge and light which wi 
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Tirerl, " the light of the world." Christ is our justification (&ik<uoo iJv n ); i. e., Ihe meritorious cause, 
ground or author of it; comp. Rom. iiL 21—28. Christ is our sanctification; t. €., the author, 
cause, or ground of our sanctification, by what he has done in our behalf in order to ensure it. 
Christ is our redemption (uiroXurfMMrir): i. e„ he is (to sum up all in one word) the cause of our 
deliverance from the penalty and power of sin, and of our being brought to enjoy the glorious 
liberty of the children of God. The last word makes the climAX of the whole sentence. 

Christ then is as really and truly our sanctification . as he is our justification. If now, in 
despair of being justified by the law (for so we must be if we rightly view the subject), we go 
to Christ for justification, and receive him as our only Saviour, renouncing all merit of our 
own, and nil hope of belug saved by the law—If, I say, we feel and do nil this, when we do 
renounce the law for ever as the ground of justification, and accept the gratuitous salvation which 
is proffered by Christ. In the same manner, when the sinner comes to an adequate and proper 
view of the strictness and purity of the divine law, and also to right views of the state of his own 
heart while in a natural condition, he will utterly abandon all hope of being sanctified by the law ? 
for he will see, what Paul has so fully asserted in chap. vii. 5—11, ‘that the law brings him (through 
his own fault indeed, hut not the less surely because of this), into a Btate of deeper guilt and con¬ 
demnation.' How then cun the law be an adequate meaus of his sayictifi cation f It is impossi¬ 
ble; and the truly convicted sinner renounces all hope of this, and betakes himself to Christ mid 
his salvation as the only ground of hope in this respect. 

Here is the great difficulty, and here the solution of the whole passage must come in. Consider, 
for a moment, the true nature of the apostle’s assertion, aud no alarm need be felt us to Ihe ten¬ 
dency of his sentiments. For what is it which lie affirms in chap. vi. 14 ? It is, that “ sin shall 
not /tune dominion over Christians, because they are not under the law hut under grace.” The 
dominion or pourr which sin is to have over Christians, is then the subject of his inquiry and of 
liis assertions. So indeed the preceding context teaches; and so the subsequent context also. 
That we are not under the law, then, must of course mean, in this connection, that we arc not 
under It as an efficacious or successful menus of delivcruncc from the power of sin ; for this it 
hus never been, and cannot be, as ebap. vii. 6—25 most fully shows. Christians are dead to the 
law, then, in this respeef, viz., they renounce all hope of deliverance from the power of sin, through 
the law. It convinces, and condemns, and keeps up a continual struggle in the sinner’s breast by 
awakening his conscience; hut does not deliver, vii. 14—25, comp. viii. 3, i. Consequently the 
true penitent, coming to feel its irapoteuce as the means of delivering from the power of sin, re¬ 
nounces all hope of deliverance in this way, and gives himself up to Christ, as liis sanctification , 
as well as his wisdom, justification, and redemption. 

Now what is there in all this, which infringes on the obligation of moral precept contained ill 
the law? Surely nothing. “ The law is holy, and just, and good ; M it is all summed up in the 
requisition, ‘to love God with all our heart, and our neighbour as ourselves.' 'Will any one as¬ 
sert lliut 1’aul contends against this, after all that lie lias said in chaps, vi.—viii., relative to the 
Christian's obligation to renounce sin and live a holy life? Nothing can he farther from his in¬ 
tention. The only question that needs to be solved, in order to remove all difficulty is: In what 
sense does l’uul say that we are dead to the law1 This I have endeavoured to answer, by milking 
the apostle his own expositor. The sum of the answer is, that as Christians renounce the law 
as an effectual means of justification (chaps, i.—iii.), so they must renounce it as an effectual 
means of sanctification. ChriBt is our only hope in this respect, as well as in the other. The 
grace of the gospel is the only effectual means by which we can hope successfully to resist sin 
and persevere In holiness. 

And is not this true? Justas true as that Christ is the ground of our justification ? I appeal* 
to cliup. viii. 3, 4 for an exhibition of the sum of this sentiment; and to the whole of chaps, 
vi.—viii., and also to the experience and feelings of every truly enlightened and bumble Chris. 
tin.li on earth,—In confirmation of the same sentiment. 

1 acknowledge it Is a truth often overlooked. Jinny a lime have I read the epistle to Ihe 
Romans, without obtaining scarcely a glimpse of it. When 1 ask the reason of this, I find it in 
neglect to look after the geneml object and course of thought in the writer. Special Interpretation 
stood In the way of general views; the explanation of words hindered the discerning of the course 
of thought. And so I suppose it may he with inaDy others. But now the whole matter appears 
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to me bo plain, that I can only wonder that I have ever been In the dark reepecting It. Luther 
and other Reformers saw what was 00 long hidden from me; and of late, Knapp, Tholuck, and 
many other commentators have explained the chaptere in question in like manner as I now do. 
Reiche indeed has recently disclaimed and opposed this view; bat I cannot think birato be in 
tbe right. . . 

Having already given what I consider as tbe only defensible exposition of the similitude 
which the npoatle employs in vers. 1—4, I merely advert to different expositions, ancient and 
modern. Augustine (Prop. S6): Triasint; anima tanqnam muiier,passiones pecealorum lanquam 
rir, et lex tanquara lea viri. Beza: " The old men is the wife, sinful desire the husband, sins 
the children.” Origen, Chrysostom, Calvin, and others; “Men are the wife, the law the former 
husband, Christ the new one.” This last explanation seems to accord substantially with ver. 4, 
in which Christians are represented as having become dead to their former husband, and affianced 
to a new one. In order to carry the figure regularly through, it would seem as if the law (the 
former husband) must be represented as dead, by which Christians would be at liberty to be 
joined to a new husband. But this the apostle does not say ; probably because be thought the 
expression would give offence to the Jews. Yet he say9 what is tantamount to it; for if either 
of the parties in a conjugal union die, then each is dead to the law, and the law to them, 1 . e.. 
the conjugal law has no more application or relation to them, it ifl annulled as to them. It mat¬ 
ters not which party dies, so far as the law is concerned; for the law no longer controls him who 
dies. So in the case before us ; one of the parties being dead, the conjugal relation ceases. A 
new connection, therefore, may be formed. But this last conclusion can be made out only on tbe 
ground, that 1 dying to the law" is a figurative expression ; which, indeed, no one will deny. If 
it is to be expounded by analogy with chap. vi. 1—11, we must construe it as meaning, ‘the re¬ 
nunciation of all trust in the law as the efficient means of sanctifying the sinner.’ When the 
awakened sinner comes to feel this sincerely and thoroughly, he is then prepared to be affianced 
to Christ, i. e., to receive him as his sanctification as well as hiB justification. 


(1) "H ayvotTre; in sense the same as o&x otdare in vi. 16; which see. 
“H, num, an , merely a sign of interrogation here. Here, as in vi. 16, 
the writer means to say, that they well know, or that they will readily 
acknowledge, viz., that which he is about to state.—. . . . 
XcXw, for I address those who are acquainted with the laic, viz., the 
Mosaic low. The apostle may moan here, that he addresses the 
Jewish part of the Church at Rome, in a particular manner, in rela¬ 
tion to what he is about to say; or what he says may imply, that 
the wdiole church had some acquaintance with the Old Testament 
Scriptures. In regard to this latter fact it may be said, that as the 
Old Testament was every where and continually appealed to by the 
primitive teachers of Christianity, and was moreover extant in the 
Greek language which was very generally understood at Rome, so it 
is altogether probable that the Roman Christians in general had an 
acquaintance with at least the leading features of the Mosaic system. 
However, I should consider it to he most probable, that he is here 
particularly addressing the Hebrew Christians. The reader will 
notice that the article is here omitted before yivuxrx ou<r/, where we 
should naturally expect it, and where it is usual to insert it. But it 
is not unfrequently omitted in these cases; N. Test. Gramm. § 144. 
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2. Tap, 11 rationem reddens for if they were acquainted with the 
law they could not be ignorant of what the apostle supposes them to 
know. 

"Or/ o vo/moc .... Xfi, that the law exercises control over a man as 
long as he lives . The apostle means the Mosaic law here ; but what 
he says is equally true*of other laws of a permanent nature.—Ku^/euf/, 
performs the office of xvpog, i. e., controls , is valid in respect to. 
Not improbably the choice of this word was dictated by the rw Kt my 
of the preceding verse. It is as much as to say, that so long as we 

are affianced to the law, the law is our xvgtog, and not Christ_Toi; 

avQgu> 7 rov t THE man, i. e ., the man who lives under it, not any man in 
general, but only one who holds such a relation. Some interpreters 
here take avdgdivou in the same sense as i. e., husband. But 

besides the want of usus loquendi in its favour, it may be said, that 
the proposition is evidently of a general nature, in respect to such 
individuals as lived under the Mosaic law .-—zfi is rendered by Flatt 
and others, it lires y viz., the law. But first how could this be ? If 
the man dies, the law still lives as to others; it becomes inefficacious 
as to him, only by means of his death. It cannot die in any other 
way. Then secondly, what a tautology ; The law is in force (xu^/- 
eu£/), as long as it is in force (££) ! Is this the manner of Paul ? 
Thirdly, the a vfy and axodavwv of verses 2, 3, clearly shows, that 
in ver. 1 avOgwog is the Nominative to £jj. 

(2) 'H yap . . . vo/ip, for the married woman is bound to her hus¬ 
band by the laiVy so long as he liveth.—" TKavdgog, a very expressive 
word, classical as well as Hellenistic, and like the Hebrew 
Num. v. 29. In the East, v'ruvdgog denotes a higher degree of dis¬ 
parity between husband and wife, than is admitted in the western 
world.—Aei hrai vo^has a force also here, which commentators have 
generally overlooked. Under the Mosaic economy, the husband 
could divorce the wife almost at pleasure ; but where is the precept 
giving the like liberty to the wife? This would have been contrary 
to the genius of eastern manners and customs. This seems to be the 
reason why the apostle has chosen the woman , in this case, in order 
to exhibit an example of obligation while the life of the parties con¬ 
tinues.— Vdg illust.rantis; and it might, ns to sense, be well translated 
for example. The instance in verses 2, 3, seems to me very plainly 
to be a mere illustration of the general principle in ver. 1. Reiche 
has argued against this, but not in a satisfactory manner 

’Edv ds . . . a*tyog, but if her husband die , she ceases to be under the 
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conjugal law .— K arqgyqrcc/ when followed by a*6 (as in the present 
case), means to cease to belong to any one , to cease to be subject to his 
control ; comp. ver. 6 below, and Gal. v. 4. In the next verse we 
find el.euOfga ierh anl rtv vi/mov, ill the same sense as xarr^yr,rui a<ro too 
vo/llov in this. CEcumenius : xar^eyTjra/- avr/ rou dtfoXeXurctj, e\ev6ig(urut. 
So the Hebrew V ^2 is used.—T oZ a vdgog, Gen. of relation , viz., the 
law which related to her husband, i. e ., the conjugal law which gave 
him power and right as a husband. 

(3) ” A got our . . . Brkgu, therefore if she marry another , during her 
husbands life, she shall be called an adulteress ; i. e., it follows from 
the nature of her obligation, that she cannot be united with another 
man while her husband is living. w Aoa ovv, so then; an intensive 
form of particles designating conclusion. — Xgr,par tost, she shall hear 
the name of she shall receive the appellation of This usage of the 
word belongs to later classics; in which the verb puts the name 
called into the Nominative after it; \yjgwdnfy /3a<nAeu£, Diod. Sic. 
XX. 54. 

Tou (ir t that aur^y, so that she shall not be. The classic Greek 
would usually express this by don pr\ elvou alrr^v. But Infinitives 
with tov are very frequent in the Septuagint and in the New Testa¬ 
ment ; even in cases where, like the present, the end or event is 
designated by the article. In this respect rou before the Infinitive 
resembles the Hebrew which expresses either put pose, design, or 
else end , event. N. Test. Gramm. § 138. 8. 

(4) “n<rr£ (compounded of dg and re) standing at the beginning of 
a sentence, must, according to Brctschneider, be rendered igitur, 
(juare, i. e., therefore , wherefore. The true sense here indicated by 
it, however, seems to be thus, or so that; i. e., these things being so, 
you also have become dead to the law, in order that you might be 
affianced to Christ, &c. In other words; allowing that a new con¬ 
nection may be lawfully formed, after the death of one of the parties 
in the conjugal union, it follows that you, who have become dead to 
the law, i. e., wholly renounced it as an adequate means of sanctifica¬ 
tion, may be affianced solely to Christ, <5cc.—K at vpeTg, you also , i. e. f 
you having become dead to the law may be affianced to another. 

Tj} v6(lu), the Dative of specification, i. e., designating the particular 
thing in respect to which Christians have become dead ; N. r i est. 
Gramm. § 106. 1. The declaration that they had become dead to the 
law, is new r in respect to form. Dead to sin the apostle has asserted 
them to be, in ebap. vi.; he has also asserted that they arc not 
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tfaw, vi. 14. But that they were dead to the law, is a new expres¬ 
sion and one which of course would need some explanation. The 
writer immediately subjoins one: fob tou ro; rcu XgteroZ. He must 
of course mean the body of Christ as crucified, as having suffered in 
order to redeem us from the curse of the law; comp. Heb. x. 5—10. 
Col. i. 22. ii. 14. 1 Pet. ii. 24. Eph. ii. 15, which do not seem to 
leave any doubt with respect to the meaning of <su;j*ol X^/ctoD here. 
As Christ, by his death, is made unto us “ righteousness and sanc¬ 
tification , and redemption so it is his death which has opened such 
new prospects for perishing sinners, that they arc enabled to look 
away from the law, and to renounce it as an effectual means of 
sanctification. Hence the apostle says: “Ye have become dead to 
the law, by the body of Christ.” 

Ei’s to yUstiOai . . . eyegdevn, in order that ye should be [affianced] 
to another , who has risen from the dead; i. e ., Christ has called you 
away from your vain hopes and expectations respecting what the law 
could accomplish as to purifying and saving you, and admitted you 
to participate in the blessed fruits of his death, viz., the gift of a sanc¬ 
tifying Spirit. But although by his death you are freed from the 
relation in which you once stood to the law as a means of sanctifi¬ 
cation, yet you are not affianced to him as being dead , but as being 
risen from the dead, as a conqueror who has burst the bars of death, 
and ascended to glory at the right hand of God the Father. 

*lva .©f£, so that we may bring forth fruit to God; ?. c., 

such fruit as God will accept. ©ew, Dat. commodi. The reader 
will observe, that the last circumstance noted here is the climax of 
the figurative language used by the apostle. First, there is an annul¬ 
ling of a former marriage contract by the death of one of the parties; 
next, there is a new union; and lastly the fruits of this, and also the 
object of it, are designated. To bring forth fruit for God or unto 
God , is to live a holy life, to yield obedience unto his precepts, to act 
in 6uch a manner as to do honour to him. Rciche says, that the 
whole of vers. 1—4 affords nothing more than a subjective argument; 
not an objective one ; t. e ., that the representations made are merely 
in the wav of accommodation to Jewish views, and not as founded 
in the nature of things. But he seems to have mistaken the nature 
of the apostle’s design. Argument in a strict sense, the passage docs 
not contain, but merely illustration . The similarity between the 
two cases presented, rests partly on the nature of them, and partly on 
his own declarations. The case in regard to husband and wife, lie 
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takes it for granted his readers will admit; the similarity of the 
Christian’s case to this, rests in part on his own declaration or au¬ 
thority. Does this never supply the place of formal argument? Or 
are we to concede no authority to the apostle as to the determination 
of matters in religion? It is too true, alas, that Reiche does not 
appear to make any concessions of this nature. 


CHAP. VII. 5, G. 


* Ui’T what if we are dead to the law ?’ the objector might here reply; * what if, in our new re¬ 
lation, we are affianced in a peculiar manner to Christ; does it follow from this that the law was 
so inefficacious in itself for our sanctification, as you represent it to be? Nay, what you say im¬ 
plies even more; it implies that it is only in our new state of affiance to Christ, that we can 
bring forth find to God; and that, while under the law, no fruit but such as is of a contrary na¬ 
ture can be produced.’ 

At this crisis of the discussion, the apostle comes out with his last, highest, and boldest asser¬ 
tion concerning the law, as to its efficacy with respect to the point under consideration, viz., its 
efficacy to sanctify the hearts of sinners. His course of thought eeema to be in substance as 
follows : ‘ I have said that you must be freed from the law and united to Christ, in order that you 
may bring forth fruit to God. This is true ; for the law is so far from accomplishing the gTeat 
end of subduing and sanctifying the hearts of sinners, that it occasions just the opposite effect, 
t. it is the occasion of their becoming more deeply involved in guilt, and of bringing them into 
more aggravated condemnation. It is the occasion of their bringing forth fi~v.it unto death, and 
not unto God. Hut when we arc freed from all reliance upon it as a means of subduing and 
sanctifying us, and with a becoming 6ense of our guilt and helplessness have helaken ourselves to 
Christ, and relied on him only as our “sanctification and redemption,” then we are enabled to serve 
God with a new spirit, and not in (he old way of only a literal and external obedience 

These were propositions of a bold and startling nature to the Jewish legalist. Some formidable 
Objections would at once rise up in his miud against them. The apostle fully anticipates this; 
and as we shall see in the sequel, occupies the remainder of chapter vii. in canvassing and answer¬ 
ing them. 

In the mean time let it be noted, that ver. 5 here is the theme of discussion through vers. 7— 25 
In the sequel; while ver. C (the antithesis of ver. 5) constitutes the theme of chop. viii. 1—11, 
which is in all important respects the antithesis of vii. 7—25. Knnpp, Tholuck, Flatt, and other 
distinguished commentators, have 6een and noted this ; and in fact it lies on the face of the whole 
discussion, if the reader will only lay aside for a moment his attention to particular words and 
phrases, and look simply nftcr the course of thought and reasoning which the apostle pursues. 


(5) "Ore ya% . , . ffagx/, for when we were in the Hesh; i. e. y when 
we were in our natural or carnal state. That such is the meaning 
of this expression, and that it is not to be literally taken here, is clear 
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from the usus loquendi , and from the nature of the case. From the 
first; because they who arc in the fleshy as contrasted with roTg h 
X|«rrjS T?j<roD, in chap. viii. 1—11, where vers. 7—9 put beyond all 
question what ev <ragxi tTvai means. From the second ; because the 
contrast in vers. 5, 6, is between the character which those whom 
the apostle addresses sustained before they became affianced to Christ, 
and that which they sustained after they were affianced to him. Of 
course lv aae*} e7vai must mean to be in a natural or unregenerate 
state f i. e., to be in that state in which men not yet united to Christ 
are, 

Ta -Ttt^jj/xara .... vopov, our sinful passions which were by the law ; 
i. e. y our sinful passions which were occasioned by the law, ver. 11. 
—Tuv a uagriw, Gen. of attribute , our passions which lead us to sin, 
our sinful passions. — Ta S/a rod vo/j,ou [sc. ovr a or ysyoyoVa], which were 
by the law; not, as Chrysostom and Carpzov, rd 5/a roy vopov \_<pa/vc/itva 
or yva/ora], which ivere shown or disclosed by the law; and not as 
Locke (Comm, on Komans), that remained in us under the laic y who 
construes 5/a vo/iov as 5/a conditionis, viz., we being in a law state. To 
both of these methods of commentary ver. 12 is an unanswerable 
objection, as it is the author’s commentary upon his own words. 
Moreover, the laws of language forbid the exegesis of Mr. Locke; for 
to make the sense which he gives, the Greek must be ; j ijutTg 5/a rod 
vo/mov o vreg, not r a [craSjy/xara] 5/a rod vofio t>. 

’E^ye/ro .... Salary, put forth their energy in our members, to 
bring forth fruit unto death. ’EM^ye/ro, vim suam exserebat , eflicax 
fait. We must refer it to the Middle voice in order to make out the 
proper sense, which is active .—’Ey roT; jueXeav ww, the same in sense 
as fw/xa SkTjrov in vi. 12, as may be seen by comparing ver. 23 below. 
M \\y\ is used as an equivalent for <rw/xa, because the members of the 
body arc its efficient agents in doing any thing. 

Such was the influence of our sinful passions , ra 5/a rou v6/lov, that 
the consequences were fatal. Our fruit was unto death, i. e. y was such 
as turned to the account of death, such as brought us under its power 
or subjected us to it. The Dat. r(p §avdr<y is a kind of Dat. commodi; 
as expressed in the paraphrase above, ©avarog is here used in the 
way of personification, and put in antithesis to ©f<£ in ver. 4. 

(6) Thus much, then, for the influence of the law upon us in our 
natural state. It was utterly unable to effect our renewal and sanc¬ 
tification ; nay, it did but aggravate our guilt and condemnation, 
instead of delivering us from them. It is only in our new state and 
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under our new affiance, that we are enabled to bring forth fruit of a 
different kind. 

NvvJ & . . . . vo/iou, but noio being freed from the law; i. e., no longer 
placing our reliance on it as a means of subduing and sanctifying our 
sinful natures. For the sense of xarTigy^ryuev, compare xarfoyqrai c/.r?b 
rov vofiou in ver. 2 above. 

’Acoba v6vre$ is a controverted reading; and there are some varia¬ 
tions in the manuscripts. But the weight of external evidence is 
greatly in its favour; and the internal evidence seems to be quite 
conclusive. The sentiment of it is exactly the same, as that of iSawx- 
ru)§7)7i T(jJ vo'iu) in ver. 4 above. Here the first person plural is used, 
—and there the second; but this changes not the nature of the senti¬ 
ment. The full construction here would seem to be: a^eftavoi/rtg 
[ixf/vw] h naruyfiL^tt, A goodly number of authorities, viz., D., E., 
F., G., Vulg., It., Codd. apud Rufin., read roZ Zavarov here instead 
of aKoSapovreg, R. Simon and Reiche prefer this reading.—The verb 
xareyaj means to hold back } to retain , to hold firmly , &c. Here xa re/- 
yrjjiL&a must mean, the holding as it were in a state of bondage, from 
which the gospel frees. ’Ey f>, i. e., h <Z v6,u,u>. 

The sense of the whole may be made more facile by a different 
arrangement: but no\o being dead [to the law], we are freed from the 
law by which we were held in bondage . 

"ft cm . . . ygd/tifLoirog, so that we may now sewe [God] in a nexc and 
spiritual manner , and not in the old and literal one . That 0eJ is to 
be understood after bovXsUiv, seems certain from the nature of the 
antithesis, and from comparing vers. 4, 5.— Uvshfiarog I take to be the 
Gen. of attribute or explanation . ’Ev xuivottiti wsv/iarog, in a newness 
of a spiritual hind, i. e ., in a new and spiritual manner. So KahauoTr, ri 
yedfijxarog designates the former method of literal external obedience , 
which the Jews endeavoured to render to the law while ev <raex/. 
There was no heart in it. God is a Spirit; and he must be wor¬ 
shipped h crveuican. But this command is obeyed, only when there 
is a M new heart and a right spirit’* in men ; and this is not until 
they become affianced to Christ. “ The law,” says Calvin, “ puts a 
check upon our external actions ; but it does not in the least restrain 
the fury of our concupiscence.” 
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We must expect the legalist to rise up with not a little excitement against the declaration of 
the apostle, viz., t<* iratf^iaTa v~>» iipapriutv tm Aim roZ vopov. * What 1 then,’ he would at once 
fcay, ‘are we to believe that the holy and perfect law of God is not only incompetent to 
sanctify us, but that it is even the occasion of our being greater sinners than we should other- 
wise be? Can it be lawful or proper to make such an insinuation as this? Is the law 
(tin ?’ 

To this objection the apostle now replies; and replies in 6ucli a way as to show, that while 
he fully maintains his ground, viz., that the law is the occasion of greatly aggravating our 
guilt and condemnation, still the fault lies in us, and not in the luw ; for this is altogether 
worthy of approbation and obedience, because it is " holy, just, and good." This is at once a 
delicate and difficult part of the apostle’s discourse, and it is managed with great skill and effect. 
How often it has been misunderstood, and construed so as to be irrelevant to the object which 
the writer has in view, will be better seen in the sequel. In the mean time, I must beg the 
reader to dismiss eviry thing from his mind but the simple desire to know what the verses before 
us mean, when explained by the object of the writer, the nature of the connection in which they 
stand, and the language which is employed. 


(7) T/ ojv . . . . a,'Maoria; What shall we say then ? Is the law 
sin ? Language of the objector, in opposition to what the apostle 
has said in verse 5. —' A/iagria, from the necessity of the case must 
here mean, the cause of sin. So Mic. i. 5, “ What is the trans¬ 
gression of Jacob? Is it not Samaria ?'* i. e what is the cause of 
Jacob’s transgression, &c. ? Eph. ii. 16, “having slain the enmity 
thereby,” i. e. the cause of enmity. To give a/Ma^ria a different 
sense here, would be inept. 

Mt) yevo/ro is the answer of the apostle. He means by it 'wholly 
to deny the charge involved in the previous question, in the sense in 
which the legalist supposed the charge might be made, viz., that the 
law was the efficient cause or the sinful cause of our sin, and that 
our guilt might be justly put to the account of the law. So much 
is plain from the sequel. But he does not mean to deny, that there 
is a sense in which the law is connected with our sins, and that it is 
the occasion of their being aggravated, rather than the efficient 
means of our being sanctified. *A\\cl intimates, that the apostle 
allows of some exceptions to the universal sense of fiii y&voiro. It is 
frequently employed, as here, after negative assertions, in order to 
indicate that there is some limitation or qualification of them to be 
^niade. The course of thought runs thus : 4 The law is not the sinful 
or efficient cause of sin, in the sense that you suppose ; but still there 
is a sense in which the law is the occasion of sin.* What this is, 
the writer goes on to describe. 
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T qv apaorlav .... vd/Aw, 1 had not known sin except by the law, 
By what law ? As a general proposition, it would be true as to the 
law of nature or of revelation. u Where there is no law, there is no 
transgression,” Bom. iv. 15. When the apostle (Rom. i.—ii.) speaks 
of the Gentiles as sinners, he makes them offenders against the law 
of nature written upon their hearts, Rom. ii. 14, 15 ; and when he 
convicts the Jews of guilt, he represents them as offending against 
revelation. What is said in the verse before us, if understood in a 
general way, might be explained and defended, then, on general 
principles. But plainly this is not the object of the writer here. 
He is controverting the legalists. And who are they? Jews, not 
Gentiles : at least, they usually were not Gentiles. It is the Jewish 
law, then, to which he here adverts. 

But in what sense would he not have known sin , except by the 
law ? Surely the Gentiles were sinners, who had no revelation ; as 
he has abundantly shown in chaps, i. ii. This consideration leads us 
of course to say, that the meaning of known {lyvuv) is a qualified 
and comparative one, in the present passage.. The meaning must be 
that he would not have known sin in any such manner and measure 
ns he then actually did, had it not been for the law. In this idea is 
included, not a mere theoretical and as it were scicntifical knowledge 
of it, but that knowledge which is derived from experience, and 
experience in a high degree. The explanation subjoined in verse 8, 
appears to leave no room to doubt this exegesis. The simple 
explanation of the whole seems to be this : 4 Unless the law had put 
restraint upon sinning, I should never have known how great my 
wickedness is, or how much propensity to evil I have. The restraints 
of the law galled my evil passions, and they broke out with redoubled 
violence ; and in this way I have come, from bitter experience, to 
know much more of the nature and extent of my sinfulness. I 
should never have known to what extent I was capable of going 
had not the restraints of the law brought ;ne to a full development of 
myself. I was excited by the check which they put upon me ; and 
I acted out myself in such a manner as I never should have other¬ 
wise done; and in this way I have come to know my sinfulness, 
through the law. In this way era <ra i^iOuyia (verse 8) was wrought 
in me, so that I have a knowledge of sin such as I never should have 
acquired in any other way/ 

In this compound sense of fuller development and (through this) 
of more complete means of knowledge, does the apostle appear to 



ROMANS VII. 7. 


311 


affirm that he has acquired a knowledge of sin by the law. Verses 
7 and 8 taken together (and so they should be), can leave no room 
to doubt, that it is not merely the instruction which the law gives 
concerning the nature of sin, which the apostle aims here to describe; 
but a knowledge which is acquired (as described in verse 8), by an 
experimental acquaintance with sin ; which had been heighteried to 
so great a degree by the restraints of law, as to place the subject of 
it in such a condition as to practical knowledge with regard to his 
own sinfulness, as nothing else could have brought about. 

On any other ground of exegesis, the connection between verses 
7 and 8 must be virtually broken up. The connection is thus : £ I 
had not known sin, as I now do, except by the law; but now I do so 
know it, because the law has brought out all my sinful nature in 
opposition to it, which would otherwise have never so developed 
itself.’ But if we understand verse 7 as a mere eulogy of the law, 
on account of the light which it gives (as not a few commentators 
have deemed it to be); then in what respect is verse 8 the antithesis 
of verse 7? That antithesis or distinction is intended, the ds in 
verse 8 here clearly shows. The true nature of the antithesis seems 
to be this: ‘I had not well known sin, except by the law; but now 
I do so know it on account of the law.’ Verse 8 shows how and 
why the sinner comes thus to know it, and that it is in an experi¬ 
mental way. 

Tr t v re yaa .... errlOvfLrjaeig, for I had not known even lust , unless 
the law had said: Thou shalt not lust. Tag confirmantis here ; i. e 
it is placed at the head of a clause designed to confirm and strengthen 
the preceding assertion. The second clause is an assertion of the 
same general nature with the first, excepting merely that it is in 
emphasis more intense. ’E^v/x/av is a word for which we have no 
equivalent in our language, when it means, as it here docs, unlawful 
or sinful desire in general, i. e desire of what would be in any way 
injurious to our neighbour. The reference in the mind of the writer 
appears plainly to have been to Ex. xxix. 14, &c.; which 

is well rendered: Thou shalt not covet f i. e., shalt not inordinately de¬ 
sire ; but which is rendered in Greek by oux thou shalt not 

desire inordinately , thou shalt not lust after or covet . The misfortune 
is, that we have no English noun that corresponds well to the generic 
sense of the verb covet; for covetousness means a greedy appetite for 
wealth ; and lust means (at least as now employed), impure desire. 
We must then paraphrase err/Ou/L/av. and render it inordinate desire f 
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forbidden desire. The word, it la true, sometimes means unlawful 
sensual desire; but plainly it is not here limited to a meaning so cir¬ 
cumscribed. The reference to Ex. xx. 14, forbids this supposition, 
as well as the nature of the case. 

Te has given trouble to the critics here. Ilow it differs from v.at 
inny be seen in Bretschn. Lex. rs. When employed alone (as here), 
it is used to join those things which in their own nature are united 
and naturally follow each other; or those which, for some other rea¬ 
sons, must be associated together. It is also employed in clauses 
annexed (as here) for the sake of illustration or confirmation. Here 
the last of these reasons seems to apply. *Ec^u/x/a, in the sense which 
it here has, is a species under the genus a/Magn'a. The general prin¬ 
ciple is illustrated, then, by this particular sin which the law inhibits. 
The genius of our language does not permit us to translate rs here, 
without doing injury to the mode of expression, if not to the sense. 
In Greek it affords a sign to the reader, that he is to connect the 
clause in which it stands with the preceding one. 

That the whole is here to be understood An a comparative sense, 
is a clear case. If no revelation had ever been given to the Jews, 
then, like the Gentiles, they would have had the law of nature to 
guide and check them, lvom. ii. 14, 15. In the absolute sense, then, 
the apostle cannot be supposed to speak. The writer means: ‘I had 
not so known sin as I now know it, except by the law.’ A complete 
and full illustration and vindication of such a comparative sense, 
may be found in John xv. 22—24; which the reader is desired 
attentively to consult. 

(8) This verse explains how the law has been the occasion of 
promoting the knowledge of sin, in the sense which the writer here 
means to convey, ’a pog/iriv .... eirtOv&tav, but sin y taking occa¬ 
sion by the commandment , wrought out in me all manner of inordi¬ 
nate desire .— K artigyucaro, wrought out; it is more than sJsydaaroj 
and means more fully to complete , develope y or accomplish. — ' Auaoriu 
is here personified . Jt cannot mean simply sinful desires or affections; 
for these are affirmed to be the effect of its influence or operation. 
Nor can it be what is called actual sin; for this again is the effect of 
its operations. It would seem, therefore, that the personification of 
sin in this case must answer to the eyd> aaoy.tr.6i and £/<ro rriv 

u/iagriav of verse 14 seq.; in other words, that it stands for the car¬ 
nal many as such, who is opposed to the divine law, and who is roused 
by its prohibitions and threatenings to more active engagement in 
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the commission of sin. Accordingly, while a/xagr/* is employed 
in the way of personification in verses 8—13, in the sequel eyoj cag- 
yjxo;, for the most part takes its place. If the reader feels that there 
is any incongruity in such a use of a/La^r/a here, and that it will be 
difficult to adjust all which is affirmed of it to the supposition that 
it stands for syu napxtxoc, he must call to mind, that something must 
of course be allowed to the liberty and congruity of prosopopeia . It 
is in fact the carnal / which rouses up the passions, and which is 
the cause of all the evil that follows. And if the whole passage 
relates to the experience of Christians (as some suppose), even then 
it is the remains of the carnal I in them, which occasions all the 
evil. But how or why did sin take occasion by the commandment 
to produce all manner of inordinate desires ? The apostle does not 
definitely answer this question, but leaves it to be supplied, as a 
matter of course, by his readers. What then is the principle in 
human nature, which he seems to consider so obvious as to need no 
mention? It is the one, I answer, to which I have already more 
than once adverted; viz., that opposition to the desires and passions 
of unsanctified men, inflames them and renders them more intense 
and unyielding. So most of the commentators. Calvin : Ncque 
inficior quum acrius a lege exstimuletur caro ad concupiscendum.—- 
Per legem instigatur cupiditas nostra, ut in majorem ebulliat insa- 
niam.—-Vitiosa hominum natura, cujus perversitas ac libido, quo 
magis justitiae repagulis coerceretur, eo furiosius erumpit (in ver. 5). 
Chrysostom: "O rav yug nvog ckiOv/aou/mv, eJra xchXvuj/hOu, al^frat fiaX/.ov 
emOufjjiag 7\ when we covet any thing , and are hindered from 
obtaining it , the flame of our inordinate desire is the more augmented . 
Erasmus: Universa cupiditatum coliors irritata, prohibitionc ccepit 
acrius ad peccandum solicitare. A most striking and melancholy 
example in point is, that prohibition and penalty were not sufficient, 
even in paradise, to prevent our first parents from ruining themselves 
and all their posterity. 

The very heathen 1 Lilly acknowledged the principle in question; 
so plainly is it a part of our nature. Thus Cato (Liv. xxxiv. 4) says 
of luxury) Non mota, tolerabilior esset quam erit nunc; ipsis vincu- 
lis, sicut ferabestia, irritata deinde cmissa. Seneca: Pairicidie cum 
lege ccepcrunt, de Clem. I. 23. Horace: Audax omnia perpeti, gens 
humana ruit per vetituni nefas, Carrn. I. 3. Ovid: Nitiinur in 
vetitum semper cupimusquc negata, Amor. III. 4. To the like pur¬ 
pose is Prov. ix. 17 : Stolen waters are sweet, and bread eaten in 
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secret is pleasure. Now as this is an obvious principle of a corrupt 
natural state, and will account for the fact which the apostle has 
asserted in the text, we may adopt the conclusion that it lies at the 
ground of his assertion. 'A fia^rta, therefore, as here employed in the 
way of personification, designates the lyd ca^/.ixog. 

Observe the strength of the expression, 8/a rrj; evro?.7j$ .... ecr/dj/i/ai; 
as much as to say, 4 Sin, i. e. y my disposition to sin, did not simply 
produce iKiOv/Mt'av, i. e ., some inordinate desire that would lead to the 
commission of evil — but rrdoav smCvpiav, every kind of inordinate 
desire, a great variety of evil passions/ To account for this, we 
must resort to the principle already stated. It should be noted here, 
also, that in this way it was, that the law became the occasion of 
his obtaining a knowledge of sin, which he would otherwise never 
have acquired. So the sequel intimates: 

Xw?/; ydz yo/xoy a/xa?r/a vexed, for without the law sin is dead; i. <?., 
comparatively sluggish and inoperative ; comp. James ii. 17, 26, 
T/<rr/; vexed. Xwgig vofluou is equivalent to iLTi ovto ; vofLc-j, i. e., there being 
no law. That such must be the sense, the preceding declaration 
shows ; the amount of which is, that 4 sin did by the commandment 
produce all kinds of inordinate desire in him/ Now if this be cor¬ 
rect, then sin, without such commandment, i. e without such an 
occasion of producing xucav faiOvpiav, would be comparatively in¬ 
operative. For the comparative sense of the whole passage the 
reader is again referred to John xv. 22—24. That the apostle could 
not mean to be understood in the absolute sense, is plain from chap, 
i. ii., where the Gentiles are charged with sin, who nevertheless are 
without the particular law here spoken of, u e ., without a revelation. 
In the absolute sense, the time never has been, and never can be, 
when men are without the law . 44 The heathen, who have no 
[written] law, are a law unto themselves/* No individual, at any 
period of his life when lie is capable of moral action, can be said to 
be without law in the absolute sense; for the law always exists, in¬ 
dependently of this or that individual. The meaning of Paul, then, 
according to the views which he himself inculcates, must be this, 
viz., that before an individual has any particular and definite views 
of the nature and extent of the divine law as to its prohibitions and 
penalties. When these first come home to his mind with power, 
then it is that he, through enmity and opposition to them, plunges 
deeper than ever into sin, and becomes at the same time more con¬ 
sciously guilty. 
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Reiche places the law here, u f e. f the Mosaic law, in opposition 
to the patriarchal state before the law was given ; and throughout 
this whole comparison, he makes the eyd oaoxixog to be the wicked 
portion of the Jewish community, and the o e<r<w avQguwo; to mean the 
good part of it; a supposition that must be involved in many serious 
difficulties, and one which seems to me liable to overwhelming ob¬ 
jections. One only of these appears to be sufficient; which is, that 
in this way, the argument of the apostle is rendered nerveless and 
inapposite. For what is his object? Plainly to show, that the law 
is utterly inadequate of itself to the sanctification and salvation of 
men, inasmuch as it in fact (such is the perverted use they make and 
will make of it) only serves to plunge them into deeper guilt, and to 
a<roravatc their offences. Now how can this be illustrated and cn- 

OD 

forced by saying, that sinners in ancient times made a bad use of the 
law, and saints approved of it and consented to it? It can be shown 
only by an exhibition of the fact, that no man, simply under the law y 
lias escaped or will be delivered from the power and penalty of sin. 
Why? Because the disposition he has to sin is roused up into greater 
activity by the restrictions of the law, to the holy nature of which 
he is opposed ; and, notwithstanding all the remonstrances of reason 
and conscience against (his course of conduct, and in spite of the tes¬ 
timony which they bear in favour of the holiness and justice and 
goodness of the law, he who is under the law merely, goes on in sin, 
and will do so, until grace arrests his course, and “frees him from 
the law of sin and death,” viii. 2. How all this can be shown, by 
averring merely that sinners of old were rendered more sinful by the 
Mosaic law, while saints approved it and consented to it, I do not 
see. It is plainly a contest in the breast of the same individual 
which the apostle designs to represent; and he shows that, with 
all which reason and conscience aided by the law can do for him, 
there is no hope of salvation except through the grace of the gospel. 
How can a matter so plain and apposite to the apostle’s purpose be 
overlooked ? 

It is singular, also, that not only Reiehe, but Glbckler likewise, 
represents a/j,a^ria in this verse as meaning actual sin y and not a dis¬ 
position to sin or vitiositas. Actual sin, they say, produces sinful 
desires; and these again produce sinful actions in their full develop¬ 
ment; and thus comes the train of evils which the apostle here ad¬ 
verts to. But whence the mother sin? we may well ask; and this 
of course is a question which renders the whole of this theory quite 
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improbable. It is true, beyond all doubt, that sins of action do be¬ 
get various lusts, and nearly always do this ; and these in their turn 
develope themselves in action. But the apostle is speaking here of 
something in us which is roused up by the law to produce inordinate 
desires , which then bring forth death. Now what is that originally t 
if it be not the native disposition that we have to be excited by sin¬ 
ful objects, and to oppose holy ones ; and which we, since the fall of 
Adam, possess in a measure that is sure to triumph over all the 
restraints of the divine law, and of reason and conscience, which tes¬ 
tify in its favour, and remonstrate against our evil passions ? I must 
believe, with the great mass of commentators, that a^aoria here is a 
personification of the disposition. The theory of lleiche and Gluck. 
Ier, in this case, seems to me to involve a real ycrfPGv vetrtsw. 

(9) ’Eyw 5s efcov . . . crors for I was alive once y without the law . 
A difficult and much controverted phrase. The o'- presents obsta¬ 
cles in the first place. Is it 5s orationi continuandw inserviens , or oe 
discretiva vel disjunctiva? The first, I answer; but it belongs to 
that species of usage which inserts 3s before an additional explana¬ 
tion ; “ accuratius definit,” Bretsch. Lex. In such a case li may be 
rendered moreover , besides. As might be rendered/or, inasmuch as 
the connection in which it stands often entitles us so to render it (see 
Passow’s Lex.) ; yet here I have the impression that verse 9 is not 
subordinate to the last clause in verse 8, but co-ordinate. The last 
clause in verse 8 asserts, that sin is dead without the law , while verso 
9 declares that when the law came, sin developed itself with power; 
with which declaration it also connects other additional circum¬ 
stances. 

The lyh here must of course mean another self different from the 
one which a/ia^ria designates in the verse above. I hesitate, how¬ 
ever, whether we should here construe it as designating merely self 
i. e.j I myself as a person or individual, taken in the usual sense and 
without reference to another and different self; or whether the 6 Ua 
avfyw'rog (verse 22) should be here regarded as constituting the eju. 
On the whole I incline to the former, for two reasons ; (1) Became 
the antithetic iyu> seems not to be introduced until verse II seq. 
(2) What is said in the sequel of the verse w r ould seein rather to 
belong to the whole person, to the man as man, than merely to the r > 
f<Tw avOgairog in the limited sense in which Paul uses this phrase in the 
sequel. 

e£wv is plainly used here in a comparative sense ; and moreover 
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u&cd figuratively not literally. It seems clear tliat the occasion of 
employing it is the preceding nx%d, to which efuv of course is the 
direct antithesis. To find out the full meaning of this antithesis, then, 
we must revert to apaorla vexed. This, we have seen, must be taken 
in the comparative sense, viz., as indicating the comparatively inac¬ 
tive power and influence of sin, before an individual has a definite 
apprehension of the prohibitions and penalties of the divine law. 

then, characterises the state of such a man, by affirming that 
of him which is opposite to that which is affirmed of afMaerta. Now 
as sin is declared in the condition supposed, to be comparatively in¬ 
operative or dead, so the man himself is comparatively without sin, 
or (in other words) alive; just as when our Saviour says of the Jews, 
4 If I had not come and spoken to them, they had not had sin .’ To 
say that sin is dead, and to say that the man is alive evidently means 
for substance one and the same thing. So the sequel leads us plainly 
to interpret this passage; for the apostle immediately asserts, that 
as soon as sin gathered new life (a^^<rev) the man died (iyw dtrftavov.) 
Now what was this death , except to come under the active and pre¬ 
dominating power and penalty of sin? What then must be the life , 
(e r (m), in this case, but to be free from such a state? But then— 
the whole is beyond all doubt to be taken in a comparative sense. 
For what is the apostle labouring to prove? Not that a man must 
be under the Jewish or revealed law (for that is the law here desig¬ 
nated), in order that lie should be a sinner; for how could this 
agree with chap. i. ii. f where he labours to convict the Gentiles of 
sin? lie is labouring here to show, that the law, instead of sancti¬ 
fying and saving men, is, through their abuse of it, the means of 
plunging them deeper in guilt. In other words; the Jewish law, to 
which so many are prone to look as the means of safety and sanctifi¬ 
cation, docs actually serve, under the present circumstances and con¬ 
dition of men, to render them more guilty than they would otherwise 
have been. Of course then the tfyv here must have a sense which 
is comparative, and is fitted for the object and aim of the writer; and 
ill's ran be nothing more nor less than to say, that before an indivi¬ 
dual has a distinct and vivid perception of the nature and spirituality 
and extent of the divine law, he is less active and desperate in his sin 
and guilt than after he comes to such a knowledge. And thus ex¬ 
plained, all is easy, natural, and coherent. The reader cannot fail 
to observe, also, how exactly this sentiment parallelises with that in 
chap. iii. 20, where Paul declares, that u the law entered so that sin 
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would or should abound.” It is the unabo indir.g state of it, theTi > 
which is described in our text by eyu t?wv. 

The various solutions given by commentators may now be briefly 
subjected to the reader’s view. Calvin, Augustine, and others, have 
advanced the opinion, that e^uv here means : 1 1 deemed myself alive 
once,’ t. e ., before I understood the spirituality and extent of the 
law. But in such a case, if we will go through with the exegesis, 
we shall see at once the insuperable difficulty which attends it. For 
example : ‘ I once deemed myself spiritually alive ; but when I came 
under conviction by the law, a sense of sin revived and I was brought 
to deem myself spiritually dead (so far all seems well); ‘and the 
commandment which was designed to give life, proved to be deadly 
(e/g Sobcerfiv) to me;’ it was deadly to me, because it brought me 
under real and true conviction as to my desperate spiritual con¬ 
dition ! Is this then the way in which the law of God proves fatal 
to the sinner, viz., by convincing him of the true and deadly nature 
of sin ?* 

Bretsehneider and others understand e^eov here in the simple sense 
of degere vitam , to exist or be for any length of time. But the nature 
of the antithetic language here does not seem to permit this; for in 
the sequel ax&avov is plainly opposed to here; but ac&avcv cannot 
be the antithesis of taken in the sense of vitam degebam , for then 
a<r'&avov must mean physical death ; which surely is not the sense of 
it there. 


• Mr. Barnes in his recent Commentary, agrees with Calvin in construing h* ?£>* as mean¬ 
ing, * I deemed myself alive;’ yet in giving the exegesis of ey** uirttfai'ov which immediately 
follows, he says: “I was by it involved in additional guilt and misery.” At the same time he 
remarks in the very next sentence, that £ 7 “ iWMmv "stands opposed to *•><*» eC«».” 1“ l hi 9 

lasl particular lie is beyond all doubt correct; but then, if tyu ef<*>v means only a putative living, 
or ‘ I thought myself to be alive,’ of course tv* uwttfu»’o»-, on his own ground, must mean a puta¬ 
tive death, or ' I thought or deemed myself to be dead.’ I see no escape from this on the ground 
of philology and exegesis. And this admitted, we must come to the singular conclusion, that ihe 
law ruins sinners by bringing them under a sense of their guilt and condemnation. Indeed, he 
himself suggests that MtOavov may include the sentiment, thut ' the converted sinner is 
humbled, subdued, melancholy, helpless,’ t. c., that.he is brought to a feeling and proper sense of 
nil this by the law 7 . But if this be true, how enn the commandment be er Mm™ ? Ilow 
could the apostle say, that "he wns slain -riic tv-roMiv?” Are men led c.v Mm*™ by being 
"bumbled and subdued?” A mind so lucid and powerful as tlmtof this excellent writer, can¬ 
not fail to perceive that there are incongruities in such a mode of interpretation ; while, by the 
exegesis as given above, the antithesis is made out in the most simple way, and all is plain and 
easy. At all events, I am unable to hesitate, in a case which seems to be so obvious ; and the 
phraseology here in question, is that which must give a hue to the interpretation of all the rest 
of this chapter. 
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' As to the question, When was the period of being yugh vfaov? 
Augustine, Origen, Ernesti, Moms, and others, suppose that the 
apostle means the period of infancy; Luther, Ammon, and others, 
the period before he was taught by Gamaliel; Theodoret supposes 
he alludes to his pre-existence in Adam! Calvin and Beza seem plainly 
to have hit nearest to the point; “ Intellige legem venisse, cum ab 
eo cccpit intelligi.” It seems plain, that Paul must mean some 
application of the law to himself in a new manner, or in a way dif¬ 
ferent from any which he had before experienced. When this was, 
he does not say. AVe may suppose it to be in childhood, or in riper 
years. The principle is the same. Whenever the law of God was 
pressed on his mind and conscience with such a weight and power 
that he could not dismiss attention to its demands, then began his 
active and increased opposition to it. Before this, sin was compa¬ 
ratively dead. Now it revived in all its strength, and brought him 
into deeper guilt and more aggravated condemnation. 

The ds after iXDovaijg is discretive; for that part of the sentence 
which follows is placed in antithesis with the preceding clause.— 

' A [Maoria sin revived or flourished . *Ava£«w means to gather 

new life , to show additional vigour ; and such is clearly the sense here, 
as it does not mean merely a renewal of a life which had before ex¬ 
isted. The expression itself is plainly one which the writer uses as 
equivalent to ctfiagria .... xaruoydeura zv e/xol xddav t^riOvfiiav, in the 
preceding verse. As there f all manner of inordinate desire is said 
to have wrought Sid rrjg ivroXfjg? so here the consequence of e\0oUr,g 
rrig ivroXrjg, is, that sin becomes more vigorous. 

(10) ’Eyw Se uvsQavov, but I died . The <$e may be here regarded as 
discretive, i. e ., = but , because unsdavov is the antithesis of uvetytt; yet 
I am rather inclined to consider it as simply the sign of adding an¬ 
other circumstance to the one which precedes it.—’ AirsOavov, I died , 
t. e. y I fell under sentence of death or came into a state of death ; 
for “ the soul that sinneth shall die,” u the wages of sin is death.” 
So plainly the next clause explains it, where the death incurred is 
placed in opposition to the life which obedience to the whole law 
would ensure. But then there is plainly an intensive sense to be 
attached here to the word unzOavov; just as there is to the word 
The apostle means to say (as ver. 8 shows), that sin put forth fresh 
vigour when the commandment came ; consequently he incurred 
aggravated guilt; and aggravated condemnation must necessarily 
follow. It also lies on the face of the whole, that the writer designs 
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to convey the idea, that the law, instead of affording sanctification 
and deliverance from sin, is the occasion of aggravating both guilt 
and condemnation. So he had intimated in vi. 14; and so he here 
proves the fact to be. 

K«< tvp'Oi j .... Varov, and the commandment which teas 

designed [to bestow] life, the same was found to he unto death —Kai 
BvfisOrj x. 7, X. is evidently a clause added for the sake of intensity 
and variety of expression — an epexegesis of dersdavov, with the addi¬ 
tion of a new circumstance. In saying evre/j tig there was a 
reference in the mind of the writer to such passages of the Old Tes¬ 
tament as the following: (i My statutes . . . which if a man do he 
shall even live by them/’ Ezck. xx. 11, 13, 21. Lev. xviii. 5, et 
alibi. Mo/ is, in point of sense, to be construed after arov, and is 
a Dat. incommodi ; comp, verse 13, and see N. Test. Gramm. § 104. 
2. Note 1. 

(11) A repetition of the same sentiment verses 8, 9, with some 
characteristic of the manner in which sin performed its deadly work. 
— 'H yu$ .... dcgxrg/ve, for sin taking occasion by the commandment 
deceived me, and by it slew me. r do confirmantis; for the sequel 
shows how the commandment came ei; Zavarov to him. In respect 
to &$ogfir t v, Xapovea, see ver. 18. The occasion afforded, was the cir¬ 
cumstance that the law restrained evil passions; which, in a grace¬ 
less state of the heart, aggravates opposition to it. — A/d rr t g ivroXJj; 
must mean, through the law as an occasional instrument or cause; 
not by it as the efficient cause of sin, which the sequel denies the law 
to be.— ’Egr^drzos /x? seems to mean the deceit which our sinful pas¬ 
sions practise upon us, by leading us to regard all restraint of them 
as unreasonable and oppressive, and to feel that we arc in the right 
when we resist such restraint. The consequences of such a feeling 
will be, to obey our passions and not the law. Of course ice are 
slain by such deceit; it leads us to plunge into ruin.—A/’ avrr { ; must 
mean bt hrtiktig* In what sense sin slays through the commandment, 
has been once and again stated. 

(12) "Clcrt o fjt'iv . . . uyaQri, so that the law is holy, and the command¬ 
ment holy and just and good, "a<rre at the beginning of a sentence, 
is rendered quare , itaque , igitur , by Bretschneider, (Lex.) The true 
foree of it seems to be so that, i. e things being as I have said, it fol¬ 
lows, that, &c. In consequence of such a connection, dart may be ren¬ 
dered wherefore, therefore; for it is, in the classics, not unfrequently 
employed as an intensive particle of conclusion.—M/v is difficult of 
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grammatical solution here. Taken as the usual sign of protasis , 
where (we may ask) is the apodosis? K al ^ ivroXrix. t. X. will not 
make one, for it is merely epexegctical of 6 vo,aog dytog. Bretschneider 
(Lex.) says, that fLsv here cannot be translated. Be it so; it must be 
true, I think, that the writer had some tipodosis in his mind when 
he employed it. 1 know it is often the case, in the Greek classics, 
that /xh is employed without any subsequent apodosis being ex¬ 
pressed, But is it used unless one is implied? I think not. What 
then is the implied apodosis here? We may probably supply it from 
verse 13; and if so, it would seem to be this: a/xaer/a be ianv r\ xarea- 
ya£o/xevjj Sa varov dia rou uyaOov vo/xtu. Euckert makes the implied 
apodosis to be, 6 be ’I cvbaTog xaxog xat abtxog. 

Tt will be perceived, that the present verse is not a regular logical 
deduction from the preceding verses. The writer means to say, that 
the view which he has taken of the case is such, on the whole, that 
the excellence and purity of the law stand entirely unimpeached. 
The law is indeed the occasion , but it is the innocent occasion, of sin. 
It is the abuse of it which makes men sinners. It is their evil pas¬ 
sions which convert what in its own nature tends to life, into an 
instrument of death. The reason of repeating both vofiag and «m>Xjj 
here, seems to be, that both had been employed in the preceding 
illustration; 6ee verses 7—10. If there be any difference between 
the two words, it must be this, viz., that vowg is the generic appella¬ 
tion of the divine law, ; while evroXv, corresponds to P n , L e> y 
any particular precept. As used by the writer, however, no differ¬ 
ence seems to be here intended. 'Ay/a means holi/ y free from all 
moral defect , free from sin , opposed to sin . A/xa/a, agreeable to bix 
i. e.j promoting justice and punishing sin. ’Ayaftj; good in its object 
and end, tending to secure the ends of benevolence. The most 
appropriate to the apostle’s purpose here of all the qualities which 
he mentions, is that of holiness . Hence, 6 vcpog ay tog and j? smXjj 
ay/a. 

Thus much in vindication of the sentiment, that the law is the 
occasion of our guilt being aggravated instead of delivering us from 
it. The vindication of that character of the law as now stated in 
verse 12, follows next. But before we proceed to consider this, we 
must endeavour to solve sonic questions which naturally arise here. 

The reader has doubtless perceived, that I suppose the apostle to 
be here speaking of himself when in a legal state or under the law, 
and before lie was spiritually uuited to Christ. This I must, on the 

£ 
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whole, believe to be the case. In support of this view many reasons 
may be offered; but some of them I must defer to the close of the 
whole chapter. It is sufficient for my present purpose to state, that 
verses 7—11 plainly appear to be a defence and confirmation of the 
obnoxious expression (obnoxious to the legalist) contained in verse 5. 
It is this verse, surely, which gives occasion to the objection ex¬ 
pressed at the beginning of verse 7; and it is of course the same, 
therefore, which is the theme of verses 7—11. But on looking back 
to verse 5, we find sv rfj oagxl to be the condition of the person, 
on whom the law of God produced the unhappy effect stated in the 
sequel. Indeed the case of itself determines this; for surely the 
law of God is not the object of the believers hatred, nor docs it en¬ 
kindle his passions and aggravate his offences; it reproves, restrains, 
moderates, subdues, his evil affections and desires. To prove this, 
would be as superfluous as to prove that the renewed heart loves 
and approves of holiness. It is surely none but an unsanctified 
heart which can make such a use of the law of God as is stated in 
verses 7—11. 

Moreover, the difficulties attending the usual exegesis (usual in 
modern times and among a certain class of writers) of this passage, 
are truly appalling. E . //., vers. 9,10, are thus explained: ‘I thought 
myself alive, u e ., holy or good, before I was brought under convic¬ 
tion by the law; but when this conviction took place, a penitential 
sense of sin became strong and active; I was then fully persuaded 
that I deserved condemnation ( h/v bs drrUavov)] and I found that 
instead of keeping the commandment, I had only brought myself 
under its penalty.’ Now all this would do well, in itself considered; 
the sentiment is evangelical and correct. But the difficulty in 
obtaining this sentiment from the passage before us, is, (1) That one 
must violate the usus loquendi. (2) He must bring contradiction 
and inextricable difficulty into the context. (3) lie must make the 
writer assert what is irrelevant to his present purpose. 

First, to construe ajua^ia dvsfyasv as meaning a penitential sense 
of sin revived or became strong , has no parallel in Scripture. ' 
rta cannot be shown ever to mean penitential sense of sin. As little 
too can be shown to mean, I thought myself alive , i. e ., righteous. 
Both renderings are discrepant from all ttsus loquendi . 

Secondly, if we take this meaning of dfLa^rta, viz., penitential sense 
of sin, and carry it on through ver. 11, which is indissolubly connected 
w ith verse 10, (as a comparison of vers. 7, 8, and the yae in verse II, 
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show), it will make a sense utterly inadmissible. E. g., 1 A peniten¬ 
tial sense of sin (a/^r/a), taking occasion by the law, deceived me 
and slew me !* And is this an exegesis to be admitted? I trust not. 
Sorrow for sin neither deceives nor slays , but just the opposite. Yet 
such a carrying forward of the sense given to a/xa^T ia in verse 10, is 
fairly inevitable, unless one renounces the principles by which a 
writer’s thoughts arc connected together. 

Thirdly, such a sentiment as is given to verse 10, is irrelevant to 
the writer’s purpose. His object is to show that he has not rashly 
said, tu ‘TTadrj/Lara ruv d/u,ctgriwv rd did rou V0/X0V, verse 5. How will it 
prove this, if he declares merely that the law undoes the false hopes 
of the sinner, and brings him under true conviction ? This would 
seem, at least, to be proving just the opposite of what he designs to 
show. Nor will it help the matter in the least, if you suppose him 
to be speaking of the experience of Christians; for surely it would 
not illustrate the declaration, that the law is the occasion of our evil 
passions being aggravated, to assert that Christians are convinced of 
sin by it, and brought to true penitence. The whole interpretation, 
therefore, which assigns such a meaning to verse 10, appears to be 
inept, and destitute of any adequate support whatever. The senti¬ 
ment which it brings forward is indeed in itself correct; but whether 
it is the sentiment of the passage under examination—is a very dif¬ 
ferent question. 

I must proceed, therefore, in explaining the remainder of the chap¬ 
ter, on the ground that a person in a law-state , and not in a state of 
grace, is described. To some of the reasons for this method of inter¬ 
pretation I have just adverted ; and to some more I must advert, in 
the course of my exposition. But the more ample defence of this 
principle of exegesis, and the answer to the principal objections, I 
reserve to the close of the chapter, because they will then be better 
understood than if they should now be introduced. 

It is proper, however, to say a few words here, respecting the use 
of the. first person singular , throughout verses 7—25. Does the 
apostle mean to designate himself specially and peculiarly, or docs 
he include others with himself? Others certainly are included, un¬ 
derstand him as you please. If he speaks of himself while under the 
law, he means by a parity of reasoning to include all others who are 
in the same condition. If he speaks of himself as a Christian, he 
means in the same manner to include all other Christians, who of 
course must have similar experience. So that Ambrose very appro- 
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priately aiul truly says ; Sub sua persona quasi generalem causam 
agit. The use sometimes of the plural and sometimes of the singular 
number, favours this supposition; comp, verses 5, 7, 14, eeq. and viii. 
1, scq. The apostle often employs the first person singular, where 
he is discussing general principles; e. g 1 Cor. vi 12.x. 23, 29, 30. 
xiii. ] 1—13; Gal. ii. 18, et al. ssepe. That it is not unusual for the 
apostles to include themselves, even where they are saying things 
which convey sharp reproof, is also true; e. g. y James iii. 1, 2, 9. 
Whatever ground of exegesis one takes as to chap. vii. in general, 
the principle that Paul speaks of himself only as an example of what 
others are in like circumstances, must of course be admitted. Comp. 
1 Cor. iv. 6, where he explicitly asserts such a principle. Even 
I\eiche, who represents the iyd> as the commonwealth of the 

Jews under the law, and the better I as the ideal Jew without sin, 
is still obliged to concede that Paul uses inTncyrnLaiTtci^g here, i. e, y 
that he appropriates to himself what belongs to others, or represents 
them in his own person. 


CHAP. VII. 13—25. 


The Jew would very naturully ask, on hearing 6Qch a declaration as is contained in verse 12 ; 
‘ What! then, is that which is good the cause of sin?’ This the apostle represents him as doing; 
and to this question lie replies, that it is not the law itself which is the cause of sin, but theofctise 
of it by the sinner which renders him guilty; and that in this way the odious deformity of siu is 
peculiarly and strikingly exhibited. In the sequel, the apostle proceeds to exhibit in n very for¬ 
cible manner, the fact that the law can in no way be involved in the charge of being the efficient 
cause of sin, for it stands in direct and perpetual opposition to all the sinful desires of men in an 
unsanctilied and carnal state. That it is holy and just and good, is evinced by the fact, that 
the conscience and moral sense spontaneously take sides with it or approve of its precepts. Yet, 
notwithstanding all this, such is the force of sinful desires and lasts, that they triumph over the 
precepts of the law’, and lend the unsnuctified man to continual opposition and transgression. 
Even against the voice of reason and conscience, i. e., of an internal moral nature, as well as 
against the divine precepts, does carnal desire prevail; we yield the moral self to the power of the 
carnal self, and plunge deep into ruin, while the voice of God’s law is thundering in our ears, 
and the voice of our own consciences is loudly remonstrating against our conduct. ' Wretched 
men that wc arc!’ Truly wretched while out of Christ, while under the law, while destitute of 
that spirit of adoption, which subdues the carnal mao, and leads us to walk Kara wvei and fur¬ 
nishes us with grace to do 60 I 

The purpose of all this illustration or representation, on the port of the apostle, Is very 
plain. If auch is the etate of those who ure under the law, that all its prohibitions, 
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penalties, and commands, will produce no decisive influence in reforming and sanctifying 
them; if such is the wickedness of unsanotifled men, that they refuse to hearken to the 
voice of conscience even as well as of the divine law; then is the condition of the legalist, 
who places his hopes in the sanctifying power of that law, desperate indeed. Welt may he 
exclaim, TaXoiffu^ot syd &*Vpwnot 1 t is fie pOveicu ex too awfiarot too Oavarov ; Who Can refrain, 
now, from perceiving all this is much to the purpose of the apostle, whose object it is to 
show, that to be under grace , (and not under the law) affords the only hope for the sinner? Ac. 
cordingly, in chap. viii. 1—17, he shows that the opposite of all which he has been before de¬ 
scribing takes place in the regenerate, and that a filial spirit subdues carnal affections, overcomes 
the world, and enables Christians to tcalk according to the Spirit; nothing of which is accom¬ 
plished, while men are In the condition described in vii. 14—25. 

Now to what special end of the apostle would it be here subservient, if we suppose him to 
be describing a slate of grace in chap, vii ? How does the contest in the breast of Christians 
against sin, prove the inefficacy of the law to sanctify them ? For to prove such an ineflicacy, 
it must be admitted, is the general object of the present discourse. The fact is that such a 
statement would prove too much. It would show that grace is wanting in eflicucy, as well os 
tiie law; for the Christian, being a subject of grace, and still keeping up such a contest, one 
might of course be tempted to say, ‘It appears, then, that grace is no more competent than 
law, to subdue sin and sanctify the heart.’ And indeed why might he not say this, if the 
ground of those who construe all this of . the regenerate man be correct ? For what is the real 
elate of the whole matter as represented by the apostle ? It is, that in every contest here 
between the flesh and the spirit (Ihe moral man), the former comes off victorious. And can 
this be a regenerate state? Is this “ the victory w'hich is of God, and overcoraeth the world?” 
“ Ho that Is born of God siuncth not;" those that love his law “do no iniquity;" he that 
lovctli Christ “ keepeth his commandments i. e., an habitual and voluntary offender such a® 
one is not; he gives not himself up to any course of sin ; it is his habitual study mid effort to 
subdue Ilia passions, Hnd obey the commandments of God. But whnt of all this is there, in 
the case which the apostle represents in vii. 14—25? Read now chap. viii. I—17, and then 
ask, Is the man described in vii. 14—25, who yields in every instance to the nesault of his 
passions, and suffers them continually to triumph over law, conscience, and every other con¬ 
sideration, such a man or the same man as is described in viii. 1—17? In this latter passage 
the man Is described, " who walks not after the flesh but after the Spirit.” Can this then 
be the same man who does walk after the flesh, and always does thi9, even when the voice of 
God and conscience is thundering in his ears, and his own internal moral nature i9 warning 
him against the course he pursues? Impossible. Light and darkness are not more diverse than 
these two cases. 

The transition which la represented as taking place, at the close of chap. vii. and the com¬ 
mencement of chap. viii. most fully exhibits this. Here is indeed a wonderful transition ; one 
from a state of captivity to the law of sin and death to a state of freedom from both, to the en¬ 
joyment of the glorious liberty of the children of God. But if the contest in chap. vii. 14—25 
is meaut for one which is only in the breast of the regenerate; then into what state does he go, 
or what is the condition of him, who makes the transition represented in chap. viii. ? The only 
answer which con be made, seems to be, that it is from a 6tate of struggle with sin, to a state in 
which there is no struggle with it. And does the Christian, then, attain to this state In the pre¬ 
sent life? I will not deny the possibility of it; but as a matter of fact, who will bring adequate 
proof, that lie does truly “ love God with all his heart ond his neighbour as himself,” without 
variation, and to the highest extent of which he is capable ? “If we say we have no sin, we de¬ 
ceive ourselves, and Lho truth is not.In us.” Such a transition, then, in this case, is utterly im 
probable; and therefore cannot be admitted. 

But put the case which I have supposed above, and which accords with the design of the 
apostle and the language employed, viz., that the transition la from a slate in which the carnal 
pnssions were uniformly victorious, to one in which the holy principle becomes predominantly 
so, and then you have not only a possible but an actual case; yea, thousands and millions of 
actual cases. Can we hesitate then, as to what the object of the writer is, in the poesago 
before us? 
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(13) T} oib dyaObv .... ^dvaro;; Has then that which is goad 
become death to me? i. e ., 1 You call the commandment dya&7\, kind, 
beneficent , productive of happiness; how can that which is bene¬ 
ficent, be fatal to me ? Is not this a contradiction V The answer 
is, (XT) ysvotro ! i. e., it is not true that the evroXri dyadi} was of itself 
fatal or deadly to you, dXXd 7} d'xaorta, but sin [was death to you] ; 
for that 6oi ysyovt ^dvarog is implied after d/xagria, is very plain from 
the nature of the sentence .—’AXXd here, as often elsewhere, stands 
before a clause designed to give a true account of a thing in opposi¬ 
tion to an erroneous one.— Veyovi is wanting in F., G.; and in A., B., 
C., D., E., eylvero stands in its room. The sense is the same in all 
the cases, and hermeneutically the reading is a matter of indifference. 

”lva <pavf .... ^dvarov, so that sin might exhibit itself as causing 
death to me by that which is good. —d>av7] is 2 Aor. pass. Subj., but 
is employed (as the Aorists pass, often are) in the sense of the Middle 
voice. The meaning is ; 1 Sin became the cause of death to me, by 
leading me to abuse the law which was altogether good; and so it 
exhibited, in a true light, its own deadly and odious nature.’ The 
fxoi here and the e/xoi above are the Dative incommodu 

°ha yivyrcu .... cvroXifc, so that sin , through the commandment , 
might be exceedingly sinful; i. e ., so that sin, by abuse of the com¬ 
mandment which was good, and by making it the occasion of death 
to the sinner, and by its opposition to a commandment in its own 
nature holy and just and good, might thus appear to be exceedingly 
aggravated and detestable. Reiehe refers the clause to the actual 
increase of sin, after the giving of the law ; but ysvr,rai d/xagruXos 
must characterize the heinousness of sin, not the increase as to 
quantity. Forxatf’ &T£g j3oXjj» p used adverbially instead of 
raj, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31. 2 Cor. i. 8. iv. 17. I take the two phrases 
in these verses beginning with iva, to be co-ordinate ; and both ot 
them I regard as suspended on dXXd q d/xagria pavaro; ysyovi]. One 
of the phrases declares that sin developed itself according to its true 
nature, by perverting the holy law of God; the other, that the 
exceedingly odious nature of it was thus made the more manifest. 

(14) O’/dajxtv ydo some critics divide thus; oihoi ph yd*. But the 
general usage of Paul is against this ; for in appeals of this nature 
he generally uses the plural number and not the singular. —Tag illus- 
trantis et confirmantis for the sequel is designed to illustrate and 
confirm what he has said in respect to the law and sin, in ver. 13. 

'O vofxo; Kvev/x ar/xoj eov/, the law is spiritual, t . e., the law enjoins 
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those things which are agreeable to the nature and mind of the 
Spirit. Flesh and spirit are often opposed to each other in a variety 
of senses; viz., (1) As flesh is weak and perishable (Gen. vi. 3. Ps. 
lxxviii. 39. lvi. 4. Jer. xvii. 5. Is. xl. 6), so spirit (0^, 4r«u/Aa), the 
animating and invigorating principle, is sometimes placed in opposi¬ 
tion to it with the meaning of strength and permanence; e.g Is. xxxi. 
3. But, (2) The most common usage in the New Testament is the 
tropical one; where adfe is viewed as the seat of carnal desires and 
affections, and is often employed to designate them, sometimes simply, 
and sometimes with pg6v7j/t a added to it; while wevju.a, when employ¬ 
ed in the way of antithesis to it, means a neio and holy disposition , 
which is r) vnvparniov, i . e. y something produced by the influence of 
the Spirit of God and guided by this influence. H ence Christians 
are -jmu^ar/xo/ and unsanctified men are <ta gx/xo/, because the former 
are under the influence of the Spirit, and the latter are guided by 
their carnal appetites and desires. All this is quite plain, when one 
reads Rom. viii. 1—17, where the antithesis is fully and explicitly 
stated. 

To say then that the law is $mtyxar/xoV, is to affirm that its na¬ 
ture is pneumatic, i, e., agreeable to the mind or will of the Spirit. 
The antithesis therefore is plain, viz., iyw & aagx/xog tipi, hut I am 
carnal , i. e ., 1 am under the influence of carnal desires and affections. 
Even such desires as do not spring directly from the flesh, are some¬ 
times named carnal; and thus, it would seem, because most of our 
sinful propensities are in some way connected with the flesh, and 
those which are not, are similar in regard to their moral character. 
For example; in Gal. v. 19—22, the apostle names hatred , envy, 
anger , &c., as ’^ya aagxvg; and so in Rom. viii. 5—9, xard augxa dveu 
or flrsg/ffarevp, includes every kind of vicious conduct. And in the 
passage before us, cagxixtg tlfit is explained by a clause which the 
writer immediately adds; viz. 

n^a/LEVos lirb njn a/Magrlav, sold under sin , i. e„ the bondslave of sin 
fjoZXog Tin d/xagriccg ; for so the sequel shows him to be, inasmuch as 
he obeys sin in every case, whatever opposition is made to it on the 
part of conscience or the divine law. The language is borrowed 
from the practice of selling captives, who have been taken in war, as 
slaves. They were viewed as having forfeited their lives ; and so 
they were sold into a state of the most absolute despotism. In allu¬ 
sion to this, the apostle represents the person who is still under the 
law, and therefore unredeemed, as being the bond slave of sin. 
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Stronger language than this he could not employ ; and it will be im¬ 
portant, in the sequel, to look back on this expression in order to 
solve some of the doubts which may arise from o /x/<ri o ou syu), 
rb ^eXs/v xaguxiiTai f.tot, (Suvrjdo/xai rw vo/xu rou ©£ou, &c. Let the reader 
who wishes to consult the writer’s own exposition of euoxr/.og, care¬ 
fully compare chap. viii. 5—9. 

The law then is good, for it is <7rvw/xarr/.6<; t i. e., agreeable to the 
dictates of the Spirit. It is not this, therefore, which is the efficient 
cause of men’s sins; it is that they are tfaox/xo/, devoted to the desires 
of the flesh, following the dictates of its desires. 

(15) That the law does sustain such a character, must be well 
known to the sinner himself. His own reason and conscience take 
sides with the law and approve of its precepts. Yet still so carnally 
inclined is he, that he listens not to these, but acts directly against 
them. In other words, he is actually the slave of sin. 

r«£ in this verse would seem to have direct relation to the declara¬ 
tion just repeated. Observe the tenor of it: J He does that which 
he dislikes, he is as it were forced by his slavish condition to do that 
which is hateful to his better self.’ In this way, the idea that he is 
rrtrrooLiimg irrb rfy d/xapriav, becomes very prominent. 

In order to express the sentiment which he intends to convey in 
the most striking manner, the apostle divides the person thus in bond¬ 
age into two selves (if I may thus speak), viz., the >oZg or 6 seco uvQourrug 
(vers. 22, 23), and the eZ/xu, or carnal part of his nature. In 
the latter dwell the passions and affections which sway the ai/t)gw<re$ 
ffctpxixog; in the former is still a portion of the image of God (James 
iii. 9; 1 Cor. xi. 7), which discerns and cannot but approve the 
holy and perfect law of God that is merely a transcript of his own 
nature. If the reader has any question, ’whether this last state¬ 
ment is in accordance with the apostle’s views of unsanctified human 
nature, he needs but to turn back and read Rom. ii. 14, 15, in order 
to dissipate his doubts. That the unregenerate have reason and 
conscience, which approve and must approve the divine law, shows 
nothing more than that they are rational and moral beings with 
faculties adapted to a state of moral probation, and that they are 
made in the image of God so far as a rational and moral nature is 
concerned. This is merely saying that they are men , and not brutes. 
The faculty to discern what is good, the power to approve of it, is in 
itself no more holy or sinful, than the faculty of ratiocination is, or 
of seeing or hearing. Nothing can be more unfounded, than the 
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supposition that moral good is put to the account of the sinner, 
merely because one assigns to him reason to discern its nature and 
conscience to approve it. Without these he could not be a rational 
and moral being. They arc mere pura naturalia, to speak in the 
language of the old theology. 

The reader need not be in any degree alarmed, then, for the doc¬ 
trine of human depravity, when he finds the sinner here represented 
as seeing something of the nature of the divine law and testifying in 
its favour. It is on such ground as this, that the ways of God to¬ 
ward men may be vindicated; for allowing it to be true, that our 
physical nature is the peculiarly exciting cause of most of our sins, 
we may still ask : ( Is there not an avOgutrog which opposes all in¬ 
ordinate desires, and warns us to avoid sin and cleave to duty ! * 
And on this ground it is, that God regards the heathen as being 
without excuse; as is clear from Rom. i. ii., especially ii. 14, 15. 

* l O ydo .... yivuiCKU), for that which I do, I disapprove. Kareg- 
yd^Lfjbai means more than the simple byd^o/ia/ ; it designates the ha¬ 
bitual doing or practising of any thing. —Ou yivuxjxu is rendered by 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Tholuck, and others, I know not, L e., my 
mind is so darkened by sin that I do not perceive the true nature 
of what I am doing; but the explanation which Paul immediately 
subjoins seems to forbid this exegesis, viz., ou ydo o x. r. X. Re¬ 
sides, the very height of the criminality here depicted is, that the sin 
is against light, and knowledge, and conscience. On the other hand, 
that yivutaxu in Greek, as well as the Hebrew JHJ, not unfrequently 
means to know in the sense of acknowledging or approving may be 
seen in the lexicons; see Matt. vii. 23. xxv. 12. Luke xiii. 27. Ps. 
i. (i. IIos. viii. 4. That knowledge speculatively considered is not 
here meant, i. e., that ou yndsxu does not mean I am ignorant , insciens 
sum, is clear from the sequel, where the apostle speaks of his neg¬ 
lecting to do that which he wills . Now what he wills, must be an 
object of perception with him; so that ou yiv cutrxw cannot be under- 
stood of mere intellectual ignorance. 

Ou yd^ o heXw, tgZto Kguoau}, for not that which I approve , do Jper¬ 
form. Ydp con firmantis, i. e., the clause of the sentence that follows, 
confirms the preceding statement. First, we have a general decla¬ 
ration. IVhat I do, I disapprove . Next follows a specific one which 
illustrates and confirms it: Not that which I approve do I perform, 
hut I do that winch I hate . If there be auy thing paradoxical here 
(and the first view of the case may seem to present a paradox), it is 
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occasioned entirely by the plan of the writer to represent the two 
contrary selves in one and the same person. K aTtgydfypai belongs to 
the carnal self, and ytvuxjxu to the voZg or etfw and thus in 

succession it is the conscience and reason, i. e ., the internal moral 
man, which disapproves (o u ^eXw) and hates (/L/<ri), while the carnal 
man practises crcuw) the thing which is disapproved and 

hated. 

All speculative metaphysical questions would here be entirely out 
of place. One might ask : i Is it true, then, that a man does what 
he is unwilling to do, and hates to do ? This would be not only to 
represent him as acting against predominant motives, but as a ma¬ 
chine who could not follow his own inclination.’ And on the ground 
of some systems of metaphysical philosophy, the whole would indeed 
be an unaccountable affair, as it is here represented by the apostle; 
although such philosophy is not unfrequently insisted on, and urged 
as being all-important in theology. But still the apostle might make 
the appeal, for his own triumphant vindication, to the breast of every 
man on earth, where the moral warfare has been earned on as he 
describes it, between conscience and passion. And a most exact and 
striking picture it is too. The demonstration of its correctness is 
internal , in the very consciousness of the soul; it depends not on 
metaphysics or ratiocination. 

It is not true, indeed, that a man does that which on the whole he 
is unwilling to do; nor is this what the apostle means to affirm. But 
it is true, that men often do what reason and conscience disapprove; 
and which he here expresses in the strong language of ou and 
[LtGu, i . e ., it is the aydgwrog of whom this is predicated. And 
even this, in a contrast like the present, is not to be urged to its 
highest point of possible meaning. Thus, for example, fintu does not 
always mean positive hatred, but a not loving or merely a compara¬ 
tively not loving, i. e ., a less loving; for so the examples in Matt. vi. 
24. Luke xvi. 13. xiv. 26, teach us. The last example here is per¬ 
fectly in point, to show that may mean (as it certainly does 
here) merely a less loving of some than others; comp, as exegetical 
of it, Matt. x. 37. * That SiAw and then, can both be affirmed 
of the conscience enlightened by the divine law (comp, verse 9), 
when they are understood in this qualified sense (and on any ground 
of exegesis a qualified sense is absolutely necessary), is sufficiently 
manifest. Any one who undertakes to urge the sense of words em¬ 
ployed in such a contrast as is here presented, to the highest mean- 
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ing of which they are capable, must involve himself at least in 
difficulties that are absolutely inextricable. 

There is a striking passage in Xenophon (Cyrop. VI. 1), in which 
Araspesthe Persian says, by way of excusing his treasonable designs: 

“ Certainly I must have two souls .... for plainly it is not one and 
the same which is both evil and good, nor which loves honourable 
and base conduct, and at the same time wishes to do a thing and not 
to do it. Plainly then there are two souls ; and when the good one 
prevails, then it does good ; and when the evil one predominates, 
then it does evil.” Similar to this is the sentiment in Euripides, 
Medea, 1077, 

M ai'davui fAzv, ola bg&v fhW Aw xaxcc* 

0u/xos & Ki>e/<r<rojv ru>v i/u,uv (3 ov\sv/j,utojv. 

I know, indeed , that such things as I am about to do, are evil; but 
my mind is better than my inclinations. 

The same poet (as quoted by Clemens Alex. Strom. II. 15) says: 

AeXTjdev ou<5sv ru/vds f (Lv go vout)r t r 6 

Vvut/MTjV 6’ iyoVTQL (A 7} 

I have forgotten none of the things respecting which you have ad¬ 
monished me; but although J have a desire to do them , nature forces 
me another way . 

To the same purpose, and in a manner very much like that of 
Paul, Epictetus says (Enchirid, II. 26). ' O ufMagrav'jjv, o (Av ou 

oar xai o /mti gtouu So Plautus, (Trinummus, Act. IV. Seen. 2, 
verse 31) : Scibam ut esse me deeeret, faeere non quibam miser; I 
knew that it was becoming, but , me miserable! I could not do it . 
Seneca (Ep. Ill) : Quid est .... quod nos alio tendentes, alio 
trahit, et co unde recedere cupimus repellit? Quid colluctatur 
cum animo nostro, nec permittit nobis quidquam semel velle? Ovid 
(Metamorph. VII. 10): Aliudque cupido, mens aliud suadet; Video 
meliora probogue, deteriora sequor. Seneca (Hippol. verse 604) : 
Vos testor . . . hoc quod volo, me nolle. 

So Lactantius also represents a heathen as saying : Volo equidem 
non pcecare, sed vincov; indutus enim sum came fragili. Itaque 
ducor incertus, et peceo non quia volo, sed quia cogor. 

These quotations (for which I am indebted to Prof. Tholuck) 
show how clear and distinct the impression is upon the human mind, 
in all countries, that there is a struggle in the breast between con- 
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science and carnal inclination. They also show how much alike 
men, enlightened or unenlightened by revelation, express themselves 
in relation to the struggle in question. They answer still another 
purpose, viz., to show that language of this nature is used and is to 
be understood in the popular sense, and in this only. 

I add only, that is here to be taken in the sense of approve , 
and not in the physiological sense as a mere act of the faculty of 
the will, is sufficiently plain from the fact, that o that which 1 
hate , is made the antithesis of o beXor; and of course this latter must 
be considered as meaning that which I desire , wish, or approve . No 
room is left, then, for objections of a metaphysical or physiological 
nature. 

(16) E/ <3f . . . . xaXog, if then I do that which I do not approve , 

I consent to the law as good; i, e. y if my reason and conscience dis¬ 
approve that which I do, then my inward man bears testimony in 
favour of the law, gives assent to the goodness of it. As {i orationi 
continuandae inservit.” lit. to speak with , to confess, to 

acknowledge . The appeal here in favour of the law is very strong • 
for even those who habitually violate it, are represented as testifying 
in its favour. In one point of view, this is stronger testimony than 
that of Christians ; for if the real enemies themselves of the law feel 
obliged to confess its excellence, we may well expect that the friends 
of the law will do the same ; as indeed they of course do. The 
reader will notice, that when the apostle says that he does that which 
he disapproves , he represents the avSewcoc, in thus disapproving, 
as giving its testimony in favour (<rj 4 ap?j/A/) of what the law decides. 
It is not then the physiological exercise of the will here which is de¬ 
signated by 3s Xu (for this of course determines the outward actions): 
but it is the approbation of the reason and conscience, i. e of the 
internal man, which is meant. 

(17) Nuw 5s ... . d/xatria, but noiv it is no longer I who do this , 
but sin which dwells in me . Nuv/, properly a particle of time, voir^ 
is also employed (as now in English) very frequently as a mere con- 
tinuative of argument, denoting that what follows is connected with 
and grows out of what goes before. It is as much as to say: ‘ In these 
or in such circumstances, the case being as represented, then it fol 
lows, &c. y As discretive , u accuratius definit.” The apostle means 
to guard against the possibility of confounding the itvo selves , which 
he hashere introduced, and to aver strongly that the internal man does 
not participate in approving the course which the carnal passions 
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pursue, but take sides with the divine law, and continues to give its 
assent to its sanctions, even amid all the predominant opposition of 
the carnal self. For it is plain that two consequences follow from 
the principle asserted in vcr. 15 ; viz., first, that the internal man 
assents to the goodness of the divine law ; secondly, that it is not 
reason and conscience which of themselves unperverted lead men to 
sin, but their own carnal desires. The latter sentiment is fully and 
strongly asserted in ver. 17. ’Eyw therefore is the moral self, the 
voug or taco ccv^ocotoc here ; while n ot/xa^r/a (here personified) means, 
the sinful passions and affections of men, or the disposition to in¬ 
dulge them. The distinction here made between the higher moral 
self of reason and conscience , and the lower one of carnal passions 
and appetites^ is very striking. In like manner Seneca says : Mens 
cujusque is est quisque, non ea figura quae digito monstrari potest; 
the mind of a man is HIMSELF, not that part which may he pointed 
out with one*s finger , i. e., not the body. So Augustine : Magis ego 
in eo quod in me approbabam, quam in eo quod in me improbabam, 
Confess. VIII. 5. The higher moral self has the better claim to 
the title of eyw. 

There is some difficulty of rather a serious nature here, as to the 
ev t'Uol in which sin dwells, i. <?., reigns or is predominant, or at least 
is an inmate that lias great influence. It is either of the two selves 
in and by themselves considered, i. e the aa^xtxog or the taco 

av'bgcovog? c Not the first,’ some one may say ; 4 for to suppose this, 
would be to suppose that the apostle represents sin as dwelling in 
itself; for what is sin here but the carnal man? Not the second, 
for the taco a^wvros is opposed to sin and takes sides with the divine 
law, as the whole passage abundantly testifies.’ ( The c/to/ then,’ he 
might say, 1 must here designate the whole person , and be employed 
in its usual sense. And although this might seem to be plausible, 
at first view, yet as the apostle has personified sin here, the mode of 
expression must be in accordance with this figure of speech. For 
the moment, sin is spoken of as a separate agent, and as dwelling 
and acting in the man who obeys its dictates. But it is in the car¬ 
nal man, i. e.y the carnal self in this case, that it dwells. The taco 
divSgcoTog disapproves and condemns what the other self, in which 
sin dwells, approves and practises. Metaphysically examined, it is 
easy to find or make difficulties with this representation ; but surely 
this is not the light in which we are to examine it. It is plainly a 
popular and allegorical mode of representation.—But more must 
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be said in respect to the difficulty before us, in explaining the next 
verse. 

(18) o7<3a yug . . . dya^o'y. The ydo here shows that the writer is 
going to say something which will confirm the declaration that he 
has just made, viz., that indwelling sin leads him to thwart the 
promptings of reason and conscience and the commands of God’s 
holy law. This is altogether clear from the conclusion which he 
draws in express words in ver. 20. The intervening matter, then, is 
designed to illustrate and confirm the position just mentioned. First 
of all, therefore, he avers that he is conscious (olda) that no good thing 
dwells in him, i. e ., in his carnal part.—*Ayawithout the article, 
means any good thing , i. e ., any thing morally good, or inclining to 
moral good; for not natural but moral good and evil are here the 
subject of consideration. That ffagxt /xov must mean the carnal man } 
and not mere flesh and blood, is evident enough from the nature of 
the case, and from ver. 5, where ev rr\ aagrj surely does not mean flesh 
physiologically considered. 

To yug SUXe/v, qragdxuTai /ao>, for to will is present with me y i. e. } is in 
my power, is accessible to me, is in readiness, is what I can readily 
and easily come at or accomplish ; for such is the meaning which 
^ragoixarai /noi conveys. The ydg here is again causal , i. e ., it intro¬ 
duces a reason or proof of the fact, that no good dwells in the car¬ 
nal man, and that he is conscious of this ; for experience tells him, 
that while the inner man, the reason and conscience, approves of 
and consents to that which is good, the carnal man has no power or 
inclination or readiness to accomplish it. As to cejg/excu, I do not 
find, it is plainly an elliptical expression. The complement here 
would seem to be thus : Ovy^ ibgioxoj [<7raguxtifj.ev6v i. e 1 do not 
find it in my power. But not metaphysical nicety of expression is 
here intended. The writer evidently means to say, that the carnal 
part is altogether the predominant self; just in the same manner as 
he says, that u the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit 
of God . . . . neither can he know them.” So again : “The carnal 
mind is enmity against God, and is not subject to the law r of God 
nor indeed can it be? Rom. viii. 7. As oagxjx6$ t i. e. y as swayed and 
directed by carnal desires and affections, the sinner finds no power 
to do good. The assertion of the apostle does not respect the ability 
of men in a mere psychological or physiological point of view, with 
simple reference to the powers and attributes of their nature as men; 
but it respects them as cagxixoi, as tv aagxl, and as acting agreeably to 
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tins predominating part of themselves. So long as they are in this 
state of servitude, and under such masters, they cannot serve another 
master. But this does not decide that they have no power, in any 
sense of this word, to quit the service of a bad master, and go over 
to a good one. 

(19) Oj yag g'5eXw x. t. X., appears to be a repetition of verse 15. 
It is so as to substance; but still it is not designed to be merely a 
repetition. First, the form is a little varied; for here we have aya- 
66v and xaxov. But secondly, the sentence here commences with a 
yag confirmantis, and it appears to be designed to confirm the pre¬ 
ceding declaration. What is it which shows that my reason and 
conscience approve that which is good, and that I find myself unable 
or indisposed to effect it? It is this, viz., that I in fact leave undone 
the good which I approve, and do the evil which I disapprove. 

(20) e; x. r. X. Here hz marks the continuation of the discourse, 
while it is discretive as to the matter to be added. In effect this 
verse is a conclusion drawn from the matter suggested in vers. 18, 
19, serving to confirm the position in verse 17 : for a part of verse 
19 is repeated here, and also the latter part of the sentence in verse 
17. The form is hypothetical; which is a favourite mode of Paul 
in making out conclusions. The amount of it is thus : c If what I 
have said in verses 18, 19, be true [and clearly it is], then what I 
nave affirmed in verse 17 must be true.’ 

oi SeXw is related, as before, to the internal moral man; and touto 
to tuj to the carnal man. So the ouxer/ zyoj xctTtDyatyfMcu refers to the 
former, and the ev ipoi to the latter. 

(21) Next follows a general deduction from the preceding repre¬ 
sentations, of which aga, then , therefore, is the sign. 

The grammatical construction of the verse is difficult, and has been 
a matter of contest among critics. Only two methods of explanation 
seem to me worth discussing, (a) ( I find rbv vopov, a law or consti¬ 
tution, viz., of my nature, that when I would do good, evil is near at 
Hand.’ So Calvin, Venema, Limborch, Michaelis, Bolten, Ammon, 
&c. It is charged as a difficulty upon this mode of interpretation, 
that the article in rbv vo/nov cannot well be accounted for; for vopov in 
verse 23 has it not. But this objection has little weight, for vo/cto* in 
verse 21 is surely a particular and specific vSpos; but in verse 23, 
r b v tregov vo/nov (i. e., adding the article) would give a sense which the 
writer does not intend, for he means here only to say that there is 
another law, i. e ., some other law, in opposition to the law of his mind . 
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'Ev r6/s iLiktci does indeed specificate the vo/xos in question ; but in such 
a case the article may be either inserted or omitted. A comparison 
moreover of verse 21 with verse 23 seems to render it quite plain, 
that rbv lo/xov in the former is the same as the ere&ov vo/mov in the latter. 
I take the meaning of the writer to be, that he finds it to be a cus¬ 
tom or laio with him, resulting from his carnal nature, that when his 
reason and conscience decide in favour of doing good, evil comes in 
and prevents it; i. e ., his carnal affections and desires interpose and 
hinder his doing good ; in other words, he finds the doing of evil so 
habitual with himself, that he must regard it as a controlling law of 
his carnal nature. 

(6) The second method puts a comma after ctgu, and construes the 
intermediate clause thus : ’E/xo/ rp §s}.ovti ttohTv rbv vo/xov, [sc. rrotsrJ] ri 
xaXo*; thus making to xaXov a synonyme with rhv vopov, and supposing 
rro/e/i to be virtually repeated before it. So Tholuck, Knapp, et al 
This explanation is a possible one; but I can hardly bring myself to 
feel that it is probable. In sense it does not differ materially from 
the other; and therefore it offers no special inducement to adopt it. 

As to the method of interpretation adopted by Glockler and some 
others, which makes v6>mov Acc. absolute and renders thus: ‘I find, 
then, as to the law for me wishing to do good, that evil is present, 
&c.,’ this is too forced and arbitrary to commend itself to most men. 

’E/xo/ to kcc’k'ov < 77cc^clxsirai t evil is at hand , evil is near or in readiness . 
The meaning here is, as verse 23 shows, that evil stands ready to 
usurp the place of good, and does in fact usurp it. This last clause, 
beginning with on, &c., is epexegetical of rov v6 t uov. That v6,ao; in 
this case does not mean the Mosaic law (as Reiche maintains), seems 
to me quite certain from the two different senses given to vojmoc in 
verse 23. 

(22) Iwrihofiat yu.% .... aydgunov. jor I delight in the law of God } 
as it respects the internal man , Tag illustrantis . The sentiment 
is, for substance, the same as in verses 15—17 ; but the costume in 
which it appears, is diverse. That the sentiment, moreover, is epexe¬ 
getical of verse 21, is quite plain. Hence the yaf with which it is 
introduced. 

In regard to the words ; cuvrjdojuat here corresponds to in 

verse 16; and ecu ccvOgutrov, here, corresponds to eyw in verse 17. If 
any one is disposed to urge here the strength of the expression cwr r 
hopeu rip vofiy, as being inconsistent with an unregenerate state, he 
will do well to look back on ver. 14, and ask, whether the expression 
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there, on the other side, is not still stronger. The truth is, in a con¬ 
trast like this, where the mind of the writer is wrought up to a high 
pitch of feeling, the mere forms of expression cannot in themselves 
go very far toward establishing any principle of doctrine. It is to 
the object at which the writer is aiming , that we must look; and this 
object has been already brought to view. But if any one insists on 
urging the form of expression, I must ask him first to construe ver. 
11 by the rule which he himself here adopts; and then to compare 
Mark vi. 20 hdiug aurcu ^xous, i. e ., Herod heard John John v. 

3,5. Matt. xiii. 20. John ii. 23—25. Acts viii. 13, comp. ver. 20— 
23. Isa. lviii. 2, where it is said of the wicked, that “ they delight to 
know my ways,” and u they take delight in approaching to God.” 
Comp, also 2 K. xxi. 27—29. 1 John iii. 9. Ps. cxix. 3. Many other 
passages of the like tenor could be adduced, in order to show that a 
qualified sense is to be put on such expressions. Above all, Jolm xv. 
22—24. Matt. vi. 24. Luke xvi. 13 and xiv. 2d, show that very 
strong expressions of tbit kind arc to be modified according to the 
nature of the case which is under consideration. 

With such examples before us, and with the whole context (at 
least so it plainly appears to me) to remind us of the necessity of tak¬ 
ing <ruv>j5o/xa/ in a qualified sense, I cannot hesitate to say, that ver. 
22 only expresses in a more intense form and with more feeling, what 
is simply expressed in ver. 16, <Jv/i(prnu r$ The approbation, 

complacency (so to speak), which reason and conscience yield to the 
divine law as holy and good, is the truth intended to be expressed. 
It is strongly expressed indeed; but not more so than in the cases 
to which the reader is referred above, and about the exegesis of which 
there can be no disagreement. In fact the very next verse shows 
that the apostle cannot here be understood to mean the pleasure 
which a regenerate and filial spirit takes in the divine law; for this, 
as chap. viii. 1—17 most clearly shows, would lead the person who 
might possess it to “ walk after the Spirit” and not “after the flesh;” 
while here, the very individual who “ delights in the law of God after 
the inner man,” is at the same time represented as being under the 
actual dominion of the law of sin and death, and led to destruction 
by it. Is this the real state of a child of God? Comp. viii. 9—14. 

(23) BA6tw 5s ... . /xou, but I perceive another law in my mem - 
hers , warring against the law of my mind. As adversative or dis¬ 
junctive ; i. e notwithstanding my reason and conscience strongly 
approve of the divine law, yet I do not obey it; for there is another 

Y 
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law directly opposed to it, viz., the law dictated by my carnal passions 
and desires.— N&/xog must of course mean something here which is 
different from law in the sense of precepts. It must have a kind of 
figurative or secondary sense, kindred to the meaning which we of¬ 
ten give it, in speaking of the laws of nature f the laws of fluids , the 
laws of organized or animal bodies , &c. *A predominating tenden¬ 
cy,* seems to be clearly the meaning of vo/mo$ here ; and as to n's/.zai 
it is only another designation of <ru>ua, <rug%, or uvAgwrog <rawx6g; comp, 
ver. 5. The ground of employing vopog, in this case, is paronomasia; 
for it stands at the offset to another kind of vo/tog mentioned in the 
preceding clause.—As to voog (Gen. of u>Dg), it evidently means the 
same thing as the e<r« uvOwxog above.—This law not only wars against 
the law of the inner man, but actually overcomes it— atyjLUKuri^rd 
fit . . . . fj,ou, lit. making me a captive to the law of sin which is in 
mg members , i. e ., reducing me to entire subjection unto, placing me 
altogether at the disposal of, the law of sin or carnal self. a \yji*~ 
Xojrifyv-a comes from a)yjiT\ a spear and ccXoux to take , seize upon . It 
is a word of the later Greek, but formed in a regular way. 
Captives taken in war were put to death, or kept or sold as slaves, 
at the pleasure of the victor. The meaning therefore is, that the 
law of sin had entire rule or control, notwithstanding the inner 
man decided against it. And can such be the habitual state of any 
real Christian? 

If the reader is in any measure perplexed with the question, How 
could the other law in his members bring him into captivity to the 
law of sin, when the law of sin, i. e. y a predominating sinful propensi¬ 
ty is the very thing designated by both expressions ? The obvious 
answer is, that here, as in vers. 17, 20, sin is personified , and the 
carnal man is represented as being ruled over or subdued and made 
captive by it. The difficulty is merely of a rhetorical nature, and 
belongs only to the mode of representation. To scan this by our 
metaphysical philosophy, would be altogether out of place. 

(24) TaXa/Vo^og .... rourou, Wretched man that I am ! IT ho 
shall deliver me from the body which occasions this death or condem¬ 
nation? No wonder that the sinner, whose conscience has been 
awakened by the law of God, and who has been brought by bitter 
experience to see that all which reason and conscience do for him 
proves ineffectual as to the actual control of his lusts and passions— 
no wonder that he should be constrained, in view of the dreadful 
condemnation which seems to await him, to exclaim , i{ Wretched man 
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that I am !” Well may he express a wish, too, for deliverance from 
the predominating power of his bodily carnal lusts and inclinations; 
which, in spite of all the remonstrances that his awakened conscience 
makes, continue to expose him to the curse of the divine law, yea 
to its aggravated penalty. 

TgD tfui/xaro? roZ ^avwrcu rovrou is construed by some as being equiva¬ 
lent to ffutfLa Syjjrcv, i. e. 9 frail , dying body. The sentiment would then 
be : ‘Oh, that I might die, or be liberated from this mortal body!** 
This would, in the connection here presented, be the language of 
despair; like that of Job when in deep distress, iii. 3—11. x. 18. 
But although this is a possible sense, it does not seem to be a probable 
one; as the comparison of it with chap. viii. 2 shows. I under¬ 

stand here (so not unfrequently elsewhere) as equivalent to <sdg% t 
i. e ,, as designating the seat of carnal desires. In such a sense <sa£ 
stands opposed to rrvsvfxa y in John iii. 6. Rom. viii. 9, 5, 6. Oawrou 
is the Genitive of effect, as grammarians say, i. e it is a Genitive 
which marks or designates the effect produced by <ri,ua ; and this 
latter word designates the agent, viz , carnal desire in natural men, 
which leads to death or condemnation ; comp, viii, 6. Coinp. ver. 13, 
where a/ia^r/a is said to rvork death ; which sin is only a personifica¬ 
tion of the carnal appetites, and dwells in the carnal mail; see verses 
17, 20, and comp. ver. 18. So here it is intimated of the body, 
which is the abode of this a/xa^ria, that it is the cause of death. 

(25) Eu^ag/tmo .... 7}f^ v , I thank God, through Jesus Christ , our 
Lord , viz., that there is deliverance ; an exclamation from sympathy 
for the guilty and wretched sufferer, who had just been described. 
It should be read as in a parenthesis ; for to parenthesis it clearly 
belongs, inasmuch as it breaks in altogether upon the thread of dis¬ 
course, and is simply an anticipation of what is about to follow in 
chap. viii. Reiche holds the whole clause to bo merely a gloss from 
the margin, which has crept into the text, and disturbs and deforms 
it. But to resort to this whenever we meet with any special diffi¬ 
culty of explanation, does not seem to be a safo principle of criticism. 

v i\oa t>vv . . . . u/xaoTiag, wherefore I the same person serve with the 
mind the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin. A summary 
of the whole preceding representation, as cvv denotes, in respect 
to the contest which he had been describing, The sum of all is : 
‘ While my mind, i. e., reason and conscience, takes part with the law 
of God and approves its sanctions, my carnal part obtains the actual 
predominance, and brings me into a state of condemnation and ruin/ 
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Why should the apostle prefer voZg here and In ver. 23, to crvev/ia the 
natural and usual antithesis of ? The obvious answer seems to 
be, that he especially designs to characterize the intellectual, rational, 
and moral tyu> of man, as being that part of him which approves the 
law of God.—AurAs eyw, I myself ; so designated here, as it would 
seem, in order to distinguish the fyu now introduced (self in the usual 
and comprehensive sense), from the iyu> carnal and internal which he 
had all along been employing, i. e ., the two selves which he had been 
representing. The Jyw auro's, then, is the same person (as we say), 
who has, while in a law-state, two minds or inclinations in him. I 
do not perceive any need of the difficulties which some commentators 
have made here. 

But what follows from all this? Just what the writer set out to 
prove, viz., (1) That the law of God, which has reason and con¬ 
science on its side, is not to be accused as being the efficient cause of 
sin ; but that the indulgence of the sinner’s own evil passions is the 
direct cause of his guilt and misery. (2) That the law, with all its 
holiness and justice, and goodness, and even with reason and con¬ 
science on its side, is unable to control the person who is yet under 
it, and is destitute of the grace of the gospel. From all this follows 
the grand deduction which the apostle intends to make, viz., that we 
must be u under grace,” in order to subdue our sinful passions and 
desires. In other words: u Christ is our aytatf/tC;, as well as our 
8r/,ouo<r{jv7)” 

And now, at the close of this whole representation wo may well 
ask : What stronger proof could the apostle produce, than that which 
he has brought forward, in order to show that the law is ineffectual 
as the means of subduing the power of sin and of sanctifying sinners? 
The law with all its terrors and strictness, even when reason and 
conscience are onitsside,cannotdeliver ix, roO ffu>'j,aro$ rov^avdrov rov-ov. 
On the contrary, its very restraints are the occasion of the sinner’s 
guilt being aggravated, because his passions are excited by them to 
more vehement opposition. Does not all this fully and satisfactorily 
establish the assertion implied in ver. 5. ra caiJ^ara ruv ra hia 

roS vlfivA And yet, with what admirable caution and prudence is the 
whole of this nice and difficult discussion conducted ? The law 
stands fully vindicated. Even the sinner himself, who abuses it to 
his own aggravated guilt and ruin, is obliged to concede that it is 
holy, and just, and good. But with all its excellence and glory, w ith 
all its promises and threatenings, it never did and never can redeem 
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one soul from death, nor “ hide a multitude of sins.’' Christ is, 
after all, our only and all-sufficient Saviour; his is u the only name 
given under heaven among men whereby we can be saved.” He is 
“ our wisdom, our justification , our sanctification , and our redemp¬ 
tion.” What then becomes of all the vain and selfish hopes of the 
legalist ? The apostle has scattered them to the winds, and showed 
that ‘no man can come unto the Father, except by the Son.’ 

That there is, after all, adequate help for the poor perishing sin¬ 
ner, the apostle next proceeds to show. What the law could not 
accomplish, Christ has effected. That control over the carnal pas¬ 
sions and desires, which no legal penalties and no remonstrances of 
reason and conscience would give to him, the grace of the Holy Spirit 
given through the gospel, does impart. No longer does he live to the 
flesh; no more does sin have a habitual and supreme control over 
him. Such is the happy state to which the perishing sinner comes, 
by being brought uci ; and this, he has abundant assurance, will 
be a permanent state, t. e his ‘ grace will be crowned with glory.’ 
Such is the theme of the next chapter; but before we proceed to the 
consideration of it, I must solicit the attention of the reader to some 
additional hints respecting the grounds on which chap. vii. 5—25 
has been interpreted, as having respect to a person who is under the 
law and not under grace. But for these, I must refer him to the 
Excursus, upon this chapter. 


CHAP. VIII. 1—11. 


In the preceding chapter (vereea 7—26), the apostle lias illustrated and enforced the proposi¬ 
tion made In chap. vll. 6, viz., that while in a carnal state, our sinful passions are not only ex¬ 
ercised, hut that they are even rendered more vigorous or energetic by reason of the restraints 
which the divine lnw putB upon them ; and consequently, that they ‘ bring forth fruit uuto death.’ 
The law, then, being thus abused by our unholy inclinations and desires, and made the occasion 
of increasing our sin and enhancing our condemnation, can never he the means of our salvation 
or deliverance from that very penalty which itself pronounces on all transgressors. 

The present chapter exhibits the antithesis of all tills. It is a commentary upon vii. C, or at 
least an enlargement and illustration of the sentiment there exliibited. As verse 6 there is the 
antithesis of verse 9 ; so here vlil. 1 —11 Is the antithesis of vii. 7—25. 
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(1) ' A ga VUV, now then , i. e ., now agreeably to this, or in accordance 
with ‘what has been sa’d. v Aoa is usually illative , but not always. 
It is so here, at least in part. But it does not stand connected 
with the next preceding sentence. The reader must go back be* 
yond the illustration in vii. 7 — 25, to vii. 6, and vii. 4, id order to 
find the connection of the aga vvv here. The course of the sentiment 
is thus : 4 Since vc have been absolved from your legal state, z. e ., 
since ye have quit your hope of being sanctified and saved by the 
law, and have become united to Christ in order that you may bring 
forth fruit unto God and serve him in newness of spirit, there is no 
condemnation to you in your present state.’ This of course implies 
that there would have been condemnation to them, had they re¬ 
mained under the law. 

06051/ . . . . xarazay/La here means, of course, no condemnation 
which is to be carried into execution, no penalty actually to be in¬ 
flicted. The gospel condemns all sin either in believers or others, 
with even more strictness than the law (see Matt, v.) ; but under it 
a way of pardon is provided, by which the condemned may obtain 
remission of the penalty that they have incurred. 

The reason why the apostle here mentions the subject of condem¬ 
nation is, because he had just called the attention of the reader to it, 
by the exclamation: Tig yi j>v(nrai Ik rod <tu>/Aaro{ rod ro'jroj; Be¬ 

sides, sin and condemnation are inseparably connected; and hence it 
is, that in verse 2 the apostle speaks of deliverance from sin and 
death” by the power and grace of the gospel. The subject of death 
or condemnation is, however, merely secondary here; for chaps, 
i.—v. fully treat of this. It is sanctification , and not justification 
which, as has been repeatedly remarked, is »he main subject of dis¬ 
cussion here. This is made quite plain by verse 3, seq. 

Tots ev X%/orft 9 Iwov, u e, 9 to those who are truly and spiritually 
united to Christ; comp. 2 Cor. v. 17. Rom. xvi. 7—11. Phil. i. 1. 
1 Cor. i. 2. Erasmus rightly : Qui in Christo insiti sunt. The 
ground of this idiom, is the spiritual union which exists between 
the Head of the church and its members; comp. Eph. v. 30. I Cor. 
vi. 15. xii. 27. Eph. iv. 15, 16. John xvii. 11, 21, 23, xiv. 20. 
1 John iv. 13. iii. 24. 

xard .... Kvevya is marked by Knapp as spurious, and is 
omitted by Mill, Semler, Bengel, Gricsbaek, Vater, Lachmann, and 
Riickert. Many critics regard it as being spurious. It is omitted 
in manuscripts C., D., F., G.; also in many versions and fathers. 
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Only the last clause, however, t. e , aXXa xara tveu/am, is omitted in 
manuscripts A., B.; also in the Vulgate, Syriac, and Armenian ver¬ 
sions; likewise in Basil, Chrysostom, and many of the fathers It 
is a matter of little or no importance whether the words are received 
or rejected, either in whole or in part, so far as the sense of the whole 
passage is concerned. Besides, the very same words occur again in 
verse 4; which is the reason why many critics have supposed that 
they are not genuine here. But this argument cannot be of much 
weight; or if it is, then we may as w r ell prove the spuriousness of 
verse 4 by assuming that it is a mere repetition of this, as the spuri¬ 
ousness of this by assuming it to be a repetition of verse 4. On the 
w r hole it is quite clear, that there exists, in the connection of the dis¬ 
course here, no imperious reason for rejecting the clause in question. 
Only the external evidence makes the genuineness of it doubtful. 

If the clause be retained, the sense of it is: < Who do not live in 
such a manner as to gratify the desires of the flesh, but walk in such 
a manner as accords with the desires w r hich the spirit imparts.* The 
whole clause is to be regarded ns an epexegesis, added in order to 
characterize those who are in Christ Jesus . 

(2) ' o vojtiog rou wtiifiaTog x. r. X. The word vo/nog here will be best 
understood by referring back to vii. 21, 23, 25, where, in voj&ov, tngov 
vc/iov, and vo/i-y d/iaoriag, the word means dictate (as we say), domination 
jussum , prcBceptum . As vofiog apagriag means dictate ofsin y so vofiog Uvi-j- 
fiarog (the opposite of vcfiog d/iagrtag) must mean dictate of the Spirit , 
i. e ., the influences of the Spirit which direct or control our inclination. 

Un^aarog rfjg rv Xgnfrfi Tjjtfou, of the Spirit of life ill Christ 
Jesus , i. e. y of the Spirit which imparts true, quickening, Christian 
influence ora Christian disposition; comp, as to the influences of the 
Spirit, verses 9, 11 below 7 ; also 1 Cor. ii, 10, 12, xii. 4, 7, 11, 13. 
That something different from the natural powers or the natural 
conscience of men is meant, seems to be quite plain, from comparing 
the antithesis here with what is asserted of the natural conscience in 
vii. 15—25. In this latter passage, w r e see how inefficacious natural 
conscience is to control the passions and to free the sinner from the 
condemning sentence of God*s holy law 7 . I take fyrjg to be abstract 
for concrete, t. e. y a noun designating quality and holding the place of 
an adjective; the menning of which is life-giving y quickening . *ei 
Xgicrfi 'lri<fov means the same hs in verse 1. The sentiment then is 
this ; 4 The dictate of or the inclination imparted by the Spirit, who 
quickens those that once were dead in trespasses and sins, and gives 
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them the predominant inclination to live in Christ.” To construe 
vofiog here as meaning rule , precept , viz., of the gospel, as many have 
done, is to lose sight of the antithesis to vopog d/tutr/ag, which is 
evidently intended. Much controversy has been excited by this 
verse, viz., whether law means rule, prescription, inclination, or the 
new spiritual economy. To me it seems so plain, that vo/xog rov 
t vi j/Marog is here used in opposition to the sVe$ov vo/lov tv roTg (Lt/.tat in 
i vii. 23 above, that I do not see any occasion for controversy. The 
law of the new man which results from the influences of the Spirit 
who imparts life in Christ Jesus or true Christian life , is a plain and 
obvious sense, and one which accords with Christian experience. 

This influence of the Spirit, Paul goes on to say, frees them from 
the law of sin and [from] death. Here (as this is the antithesis of 
the former clause of the verse), the laio of sin means the dictate 
(jussum or impetus] of sin y which leads to death or condemnation. 
To suppose aTo to be repeated or implied before tgZ Zavarov, seems to 
be the most correct method of explaining the phrases. The law , i. e 
dictate of death would hardly make a tolerable sense here. Yet, if 
any one prefers, he may construe it thus : 4 The law, viz., impetus, 
which leads to sin and condemnation.’ The apostle does not mean 
to say, that Christians who are under the influences of ‘ the Spirit of 
life in Christ Jesus,’ are perfectly sinless; but tliey are freed from 
the predominating power of sinful inclinations, such as is described 
in the preceding chapter, verses 7-—23, and such as subjects them to 
the penalty of the divine law. More than this need not be attached 
to his words; and more than this cannot properly be attached to 
them, when the antithesis in the preceding chapter is taken into the 
account, or when factsthemselves are regarded. 

(3) To ya£ ddvvarov rou vg/jlov, for that which the laio coxdd not effect^ 
or that which'was wyiossible for the lau- y viz., that which the law of 
works could not eflect or accomplish. What that is, is designated by 
the sequel, viz., the subjugation of sin or the sinful affections and 
lusts of men, the slaying of the carnal man. This, as the preceding 
chapter abundantly shows, could not be effected by the law ; which 
served rather to irritate and rouse up the carnal man than to subju¬ 
gate and destroy him. Tag is prefixed to a clause introduced for the 
sake of illustration or confirmation. 

’Ev <Z ic^ivu hid rrig because it was iccak through the flesh , 

f e because, through the strength of our carnal inclinations and 
desires, it was unable to regulate our lives so that'we should be per- 
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feet or entirely free from sin ; comp. vii. 14—25. here, as often 

elsewhere, designates carnal appetites or inclinations. 

What the law of works could not effect, 6 Qebg .... a/xagr/a;, God 
sending his own Son in the likeness of our sinful flesh, i. e. y God, 
sending his Son, clothed with a body like that of corrupt and sinful 
men or having a nature like to theirs |_did accomplish]. That some 
verb is here implied, the nature of the sentence seems necessarily to 
Indicate. *Ecroi?j<r£, therefore, or some verb of an equivalent meaning, 
should be supplied. Another method of solving the difficulty here 
is to translate thus: 1 As to the impossibility of the law, &c.’ But 
the idea in this case seems to be left in an imperfect state. The 
simple meaning is : ‘ What the law could not accomplish, God by the 
mission of his Son did accomplish.’ As to c/icid/ian <sag%hg d^aoriac. 
comp. John i. 14. Rom. i. 3. Heb. ii. 14, 17. iv. 15. Phil. ii. 7, 
Gal, iv. 4. 1 John iv. 2, 3. 1 Tim. iii. 16. The phrase iv o/ioiuj- 

•j.ttTt docs not mean, as the Docetrc construed it, merely an apparent 
likeness of human nature and not a real one; for in Heb. ii. 17, 
Christ is said o/ioiuftrjvat -Kara. rroLvru., in respect to his brethren, i. e. y 
men. That Jesus possessed a nature really and truly like our own, 
is established beyond all doubt by the passages above quoted, and 
others of the like tenor. Equally certain is it, that although he took 
on him the likeness of sinful flesh, yet he did not on that account 
become a sinner; see Heb. iv. 15. 2 Cor. v. 21. Heb. vii. 26. The 
amount therefore of the expression before us, is, that Christ partici¬ 
pated in our common nature. He took on him such a physical 
nature as sinful men possess; and with this also he assumed those 
powers, faculties, and susceptibilities, which belong to human nature 
as consisting of soul and body. In other words, all th epura naturalia 
necessary to constitute a real and proper man, belonging to him. 
Accordingly the apostle represents him as having the sympathies of 
our nature, and as feeling the power of temptation in like manner 
with us, although without sin; Heb. iv. 15. It is not susceptibility 
of being excited by sinful objects, then, which makes men sinners, 
but it is the yielding to this excitement. This Jesus did not. 

Kai dpagriag, i. e ., xai mg! d/aagrlag, and by an offering 

for sin. 'A.ttagr/a itself, in IIcbrew-Greck, often corresponds to 
nNtpn sin-offering. The phrase mg} dpagrlag may be taken here as 
elliptical. The full form would be (as above) ngogpogd mg} dfiagriag, 
by an offering for sin; but the elliptical phrase, mg} d fiagrlag, is fre¬ 
quently used instead of the entire one ; comp. Heb. x. 18, withx P 8, 
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6 . Lev. iv. 3. Num. viii. 8. Ps. xxxix. 6 (Sept.) There can be 
no serious difficulty in regard to such an ellipsis. Moreover, that 
u/nagTia alone is sometimes used for sin-offering seems to be 

altogether probable from 2 Cor. v. 21, d/xagriav £mir,cz ; also lioni 
Heb. ix. 28, yugii d/xagriag. In this way mgl d/xagrlag would be con¬ 
strued as designating the way or means by which Christ condemned 
or destroyed sin, viz., by giving himself an offering for sin , and so 
procuring sanctifying grace for sinners. 

But although I adopted this interpretation in the former edition 
of this work, there seems to be some ground of difficulty in respect 
to the sense of mgs. This preposition has, indeed, quite a generic 
meaning, and is capable of designating a considerable number of 
specific relations. The general notion of it, when used before the 
Genitive, as here, is to express the relation toward an object (which 
the Genitive of the noun designates) of some action or active energy, 
which is designated by a verb standing in connection with it. It 
may mean, therefore, in respect to, on account of, for the sake of for, 
concerning, respecting , because of , from or out of, and (in a local 
sense) around , about, near by . In significations so multiform and 
generic as these, it is easy to perceive that the latitude in which mgi 
is used must be very great. But we will confine our inquiries to its 
usage in connection with expiations , sacrifices , &c., in the New 
Testament; which obviously has a direct bearing on the present case. 
Mark i. 44, 6 Offer what is commanded, mgi rov xa^ag/ff/xov, 1 i. e., for 
the sake of accomplishing or effecting the requisite legal purifica¬ 
tion ; so also in Luke v. 14. In Luke ii. 27, the parents of Jesus 
are represented as going into the temple ‘ to do as the law required, 
i. e., to present oblation, mg} auroo, in his behalf, on his account, for 
him. 1 So in Heb. v. 3, i offerings mg} rou Xaov, for the people, i. e in 
their behalf.’ But when d/xagr/a follows *tgi, there must of neces¬ 
sity be a different shade of sense. Thus in Heb. x. 18 gd 
m?J dixa.gr/ag, Heb. x. 26 3i»a7a eg} d/xagr/wv, Heb. x. 6, 8 mg/ dfxagria; 
(elliptically for Kgoapogd mg! dfiagr/ag, comp. v. 18), 1 Peter iii. 18 
r t ;g} dfxagr/ag ecraSe, 1 John ii. 2. iv. 10 iXafffxog mg} ruv dfxagr/uv, il 
must be understood that the sacrifice was occasioned by sin, and 
that it is offered in relation to sin, t. e in order to make atone¬ 
ment for it. The idea that sin occasioned the sacrifice, or tlie 
suffering of Christ (1 Pet. iii. 18), or the propitiatory act (/Aacr fxog), 
lies plainly upon the surface of the phraseology. For sin, i . e ., on 
account of sin, because of sin, we must in such cases translate <reg} 
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a/iagrlag; and it is quite plain, that the design of a writer who uses 
such an expression, is to show that the effects or evil consequences of 
sin are to be removed by sacrifice or suffering or a propitiatory act on 
account of it. 

The way is now open to construe tfeg/' a/xagr/ac in the verse before 
us. I would connect it mentally with cre/x^/a; tov eavroZ T iov, and make 
two affirmations of the apostle, viz., (a) God sent his Son in the like- 
ness of men, i. e with the nature of those whom he was to redeem. 
( b ) God sent him xal mol a/j,* or tag, also on account of sin , t. e ., to 
make atonement for it, to prevent its evil effects. If one should ask, 
i why the prepositions are changed and with them the mode of con¬ 
struction, iv being first employed and then mol ;’ the simple and satis¬ 
factory answer is, that the nature of the sentiment required it, and 
such changes in construction are frequent in the writings of Paul. 
The reason why the apostle employs mgl a /xagr/ag here, rather than 
some other equivalent expression, seems plainly to be of a paronoma- 
siac nature, i. <?., because lie had just said, o/xo/w/xar; a/xa^r/aj. 

And for a like reason, and in reference to the two last words of this 
clause, he says immediately afterwards, xa rexo/ve rr t v d/xagr/av ev rfi 
caoxi, i. e. y the sin already mentioned (the article before ci/iagriocv is 
used here, but not before), and the sin which has its scat in the 
flesh, f. e., in our carnal passions and appetites, guox! (with the 
article) being here employed. The whole phraseology is paranoma - 
siac in a peculiar degree. 

Ka-ho/ve . . * . fag*/', condemned sin in the flesh , i. e. 9 (as many 
explain) condemned the sin which fleshly appetites occasion, con¬ 
demned our carnal appetites and desires. The word xarexgm has 
occasioned much difficulty among critics. The reason why it is em¬ 
ployed here, seems to be, that the writer had just used xarax^a in 
verse 1. The antithesis stands thus: * There is now no xaraxgvxa 
for Christians; but there is a xaraxgijua of their carnal appetites and 
desires;’ i. e. } Christians are indeed delivered from the penalty of 
death, but their sinful lusts are condemned to death or slain, in con¬ 
sequence of the provision made by Jesus Christ for their deliverance. 
This antithesis seems to have escaped the notice of most commenta¬ 
tors; and thus much perplexity has attended the exegesis of xarexew, 
In such a paronomasiac use of words, we arc not to feel obliged to 
remain by the mere literal and usual meaning, but to give the lati¬ 
tude which the nature of the connection requires. The meaning of 
the apostle evidently is, that instead of being condemned themselves, 
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Christians experience, through the grace of Christ, the condemnation 
of the sin within them which works their ruin. The very same idea 
is substantially taught here, which is insisted on at large in chap. vi. 

2—11, where the old man is represented as crucified , mortified, &c. 
The difference of language is merely accidental, being occasioned by 
paronomasia; the expected consequence of xarszone uiLuorlav here is 
plainly that Christians should yield obedience to the divine precepts; 
ha to diKalupa x. r. ?.. p verse 4. And so according to chap. vi. 11 seq., 
he whose old man is crucified lives henceforth to God. Such of 
course is the consequence of the carnal affections being put to death , 
or (to use the language of our text) condemned , i. e., to death,) zar- 
fzg/ve not exc/ve). All this is effected by the mission of Christ, who 
came to save his people from the power as well as from the penalty 
of sin. 

The words h caoy.i here may be joined with dwazTtav, and so indi¬ 
cate what Paul has so often declared in the preceding context, viz., 
that sin is occasioned by fleshly appetites and desires, or that the car¬ 
nal man is a sinful one ; and so the majority of expositors understand 
it. In such a case r qv h eap/.t would be the usual and full mode of 
expression; but the article is often omitted without any change of 
the sense ; New Test. Gramm. § 92. b . But h ea^x! may be joined 
in sense with xarezg/vs, and so indicate the manner or means in or by 
which Christ condemned sin or put to death the sinful principle, viz. 
that he did so by assuming our fleshly nature (sv o/io/ui/iar/ suw.'oi 
a/xaer/ag). Reiche and others prefer this construction as the more 
apposite and congruous. Either sense is good, and allowed by the 
idiom of the apostle. 

The course of thought, which is somewhat obscured by the arrange¬ 
ment of the words, may be made plain to the reader by a somewhat 
different position of some parts of the,sentence. E . g ., ‘ God sent his 
own Son, in the likeness of men and on account of their sins, and 
destroyed the power of sin in their carnal nature, (which the law 
could not possibly effect because it was bereaved of its energy through 
the strength of the carnal affections), in order that the precepts of 
the law which demands holiness of life, might be obeyed by those who 
walk according to the dictates of his spirit.’ In this way the whole 
is freed from embarrassment. 

(4) Ti i/xa/w/ia roD vo/nov, the precept of the law . So in the Septu- 
agint 5/xa/oi/xa is used to translate P^, and '“pVP. 

ripTv, might be accomplished or done by us; viz., that we might be 
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obedient to divine precepts requiring holiness of life, and no longer 
devoted to the lusts of the flesh, who are influenced and guided by 
the Spirit. 

Here then we have a view of the end which is accomplished by 
the death of Christ; not only the end, but one great end, viz., the 
sanctification of believers. This is one of the passages, which shows 
the whole drift of the discourse in chap. vii. and viii. 1—11. ’Ev r,;ut 
may be rendered by us or in us. In the latter case it would desig¬ 
nate the internal spiritual influence of the death of Christ upon be¬ 
lievers, inasmuch as it causes a conformity of spirit or heart to him ; 
and this is the most probable meaning. 

Some understand this verse as having respect to an imputed and 
vicarious fulfilling of the law, or the imputation of Christ’s obedience 
to believers. But the context shows plainly, that their actual sanc¬ 
tification is here the subject of discussion ; it is the mortification or 
death of sin in them, which he is treating of. 

(5) Oi yag .... tiv, for they who are in a carnal state , Jiave 

regard to carnal things . Ya% illustrantis. Kara <ragxa is here used, 
because the same phrase stands in the preceding verse. E7va/ xara 
tfagxa, to be according to the fleshy does not differ in sense from dmt 
tfagx/xo/, or from h aagyJ that, when taken in the figurative sense. The 
meaning plainly is, i to act in accordance with carnal desires and 
affections.’ 

O/ ds . . . 'mu 4 aaros l but they who are in a spiritual state y have 
regard to spiritual things . Comp, verses 2 and 9—11. O/ xara 
•rveutMa, being the antithesis of oi xara cagxa, is easily understood. 

(G) T b yag . . . Suvetrog, for the carnal mind is death . Taj illus¬ 
trantis again, where we might naturally expect 3s. However, I take 
verse G to be co-ordinate with verse 5, and the yu§ here to indicate 
an illustration of what is said in verse 4. So Riickert. The con¬ 
nection seems to be thus: i The precepts of the law are obeyed by 
those who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit; but carnal 
men will not give heed to spiritual things, and their pursuits lead to 
death ; while the spiritual mind , i . e ., a mind conformed to the dic¬ 
tates of the Spirit, stands connected with life and peace; or life and 
peace, t. <?., eternal happiness, are the consequence or fruits of it.' 
This is not direct confirmation of what is asserted in verse 4, but if 
au illustration of the condition there described, by showing its con. 
nections and results, and also those of the opposite condition- 
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jfia tagxog means a mind or will conformed to carnal passions 
and appetites. 

(7) Next follows the ground or reason why this is and will be so. 
A/c >n . . . e/$ 0sov, because the carnal mind is enmity toward God , i. e. y 
is inimical to God, or (in plain terms) hates him, dislikes his pre¬ 
cepts, his character, and his ways. So the sequel, rw ydo x. r. X. 
The abstract noun e%0ga, is here used for the adjective (with 

accent on the ultimate), inimical , unfriendly. The proof that the 
sentiment just uttered is correct, follows in the next clause. 

Tw yao . . . djvarai, for it is not subject to the law of God , nor 
indeed can be; i, e. y it does not obey the precepts of God’s law, nor 
can it obey them. The very nature of a carnal mind consists in 
gratifying carnal and sinful desires, viz., those desires which the law 
of God prohibits. Of course this mind or disposition, bo far as it 
prevails, leads to the very opposite of subjection to God’s law, i. e., 
leads to disobedience. From its very nature this cannot be other¬ 
wise ; for when it is otherwise, the mind is no longer carnal. 

The first yds here, iu rZ ydo vc/aw, is ydo illustrantis vel confir - 
mantis, i. e it stands before a clause designed to illustrate and con¬ 
firm the preceding declaration. If the carnal mind does not subject 
itself to the law of God, then it must be enmity to him; for his law 
is merely an expression of his will and character. A want of subjec¬ 
tion then to this law, is a plain indication that the carnal mind dis¬ 
likes it, i. e ., hates it. But why? The fact is plainly asserted; and 
the fact, as plainly, is evidence of what had been before asserted. 
But how shall this fact be accounted for, viz., that the carnal mind 
is not subject to the law of God? The apostle gives the ground of 
it : ydo 6‘jvarai ixoraaanj&ou x. r. X. Here then is a passage on 

which the advocates of metaphysical reasoning with respect to ability 
in men have speculated, and about which they have disputed not a 
little. What is the cannot ? One answers: It is a will not; 
another, that it is to be literally understood, without any abatement. 
So Luther, de Servo Arbitino; and so many others. That the phrase 
stands in the way of Pelagiamsm, and indeed of all unqualified asser¬ 
tions of ability in the carnal man; at least, that it may be easily and 
naturally so construed ; it is not difficult to see. After all, however, 
nothing can be farther from correct principles of interpretation, than 
to suppose that the apostle had here any reference in his own mind 
to the psychological metaphysics of the present day. AY hat the 
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natural and physiological powers of the sinner are, is not here the 
subject of discussion. Thus much the writer appears to say, and no 
more, viz., that the <pgwr\(±a. oagxog is not subject to God’s law, and 
cannot be subject to it. And is not this plainly and obviously true ? 
So far as (pgovripa aagxog goes, it is directly the opposite of subjection 
in its very nature. <£ How,” says Augustine (and much to the 
point), a can snow be warmed? For when it is melted and becomes 
warm, it is no longer snow.” And so it is with the carnal mind. 
Just so long as it exists, and in just such proportion as it exists, it is 
and will be enmity against God and disobey his law. But whether 
the sinner who cherishes this <pgivr)/ua aagxog is not actuated by other 
principles also, and urged by other motives, and possessed of ability 
to turn from his evil ways—ability arising from other sources— 
does not seem to be satisfactorily determined by this expression. 
What Chrysostom says, deserves very serious attention : u He does 
not affirm that the bad man cannot become a good one ; but that, 
while he continues to be bad, he cannot possibly obey God. When 
converted, however, it is easy to be good and to obey God.” So 
much, then, seems to be decided by this passage, viz., that so long 
as this pgovrifia cragxog is the predominant principle within him, so long 
he will continually disobey the law of God. Such a disposition is 
in itself utterly incompatible with obedience. 

(8) 0/ . . . . dOvavrat, those then who are in the flesh ,, cannot 

please God . The particle creates some difficulty here. One use 
of it is, to introduce clauses coniinuative of the narrative or reason¬ 
ing, which clauses may add some new circumstance, or may resume 
a declaration before made but now stated in somewhat different terms, 
&c.; comp. & in Rom. viii. 28. Mark xvi. 8. Acts xxiii. 13. Rom. 
iii. 22. 1 Cor. x. 11. xv. 5G. James ii. 15. So here oi ht tv cagx) 
x. r. resumes the sentiment contained in to <pgovri;jja r?jg cagxbg 
x. r. X. and repeats it in another form. Moreover, this latter form has 
special reference to viv5, 18, 

But who arc those that are tv cagxt? They are those, ££ who are 
not led by the Spirit of God,” comp, verses 9, 13, 14 ; who follow 
fleshly desires and appetites. In other words, all men who are not 
regenerated or sanctified, who are in a natural state, are iv aagxl, 
carnal , and therefore are influenced and guided by their carnal de¬ 
sires and affections ; comp. John iii. G. 1 Cor. ii. 14. Eph. ii. 1—3. 
Col. ii. 13. Consequently, as may well be supposed, 0 e£ agtacu ou 
luvuvrcu they cannot please God ; i. e. f while they live in such a state, 
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and are led on by such carnal desires, they can do nothing which is 
pleasing to God. The ou ovvolvtoli here is to be understood in the 
same way as the ou dvvavrat in the preceding verse. 

(9) The opposite character is now brought into view, in order to 
render the sentiment more striking. ‘T/xe/g 6s ... . u/x7v, you , how- 
ever, are not in the flesh but in the Spirit , provided the Spirit of God 
dwells in you . The 6s here is distinctive. If the Spirit of God 
dwells in any one, he cannot be in a carnal state; for the Spirit 
dwells in and guides only those who are the sons of God (verse 14), 
and therefore his friends, verse 17. Such cannot be at enmity with 
God. 

The smD/x a 0sou which is here mentioned, is the same as that to 
which the writer has all along referred. In the next verse it is 
called trvevpa Xf/ovou. As to the dwelling of the Spirit in Christians, 
comp. 1 Cor. iii. 16, 17. vi. 19. 2 Cor. vi. 16 ; and with these texts 
comp. John xvii. 23. xiv. 23—36. 

iTyeD/xa XgitrroC is the Spirit which Christ imparts, or the Spirit 
which makes us like to Christ. Either sense is good here. The 
first is perhaps the more probable meaning; at least a comparison 
with John xiv. 15—18, 26. xv. 26, would seein to render it so. It 
is remarkable that in this short paragraph (verses 9—11), crvsu/xa 
X^tfrou, Xg/ffrog, and rocr^u/^a rou £ye/|av“cg’ijjffouv (l.e., TPiu/ia 0:ou IlaTPog), 
should be exchanged for each other, and plainly stand for one and 
the same thing. Is not this evidence, that the apostle saw and felt 
no inconsistency in speaking of Christ, and of the Spirit of God or 
of Christ, as in some respects distinct, and yet in others as constitu¬ 
ting a unity of nature ? There seems to me to be an entire simpli¬ 
city in the mode in which Paul has treated this subject; a subject 
which has unhappily been made so complex and intricate, by the 
subtilties of the schools. The simple facts , that Christ and the 
Spirit are divine , are one in nature with God, and yet in some re¬ 
spect distinct from the Father, seem to be the basis of the apostle s 
language here and elsewhere ; while all speculation on the subject, 
all attempts to make out nice distinctions or metaphysical definitions, 
are entirely neglected. Whenever the time shall come, that Chris¬ 
tians are content with simple facts relative to this great subject, much 
that has proved to be injurious to the prosperity of religion, will be 
done away. 

Oux ?££/, posscsscth not; i. e ., if the Spirit of Christ does imt 
habitually dwell in and influence anyone.— Oux tenv avroij, he is not 
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his, i. e., he is no Christian, he is not a true disciple or follower of 
Christ. The 3s at the beginning of the clause seems to be continu- 
ative, and therefore may be translated now. If any choose they may 
render it as adversative, but . 

(10) E/ Xgnfrbg \v but if Christ be in you , i. e ., if he dwell in you 
by his Spirit, if yc have the Spirit of Christ, if ye are habitually in¬ 
fluenced by him in your lives and conversation. The 3 e here is 
plainly adversative. 

Ti fJAv au/ia .... 3/xa/ocruvTj, the body indeed is mortified on account 
of sin, but the spirit lives on account of righteousness ; a passage about 
which (including ver. 11) critics have been greatly divided. There 
are three methods in which it has been interpreted; each of which 
must be briefly noticed. 

(a) means spiritually dead (as often elsewhere) ; and the 

general sentiment will then be : < If the Spirit of Christ dwell in you, 
then, although your bodies (i. e., you) are spiritually dead, that is, 
arc still the scat of divers carnal affections and lusts (verse 10), yet 
you shall spiritually live ; for the Spirit of him who raised up Jesus 
from the dead will subdue these forbidden affections and desires, and 
gradually make you entirely conformed to his will, ver. 11.’ To this 
effect, Chrysostom, Erasmus, Piscator, Locke, C. Schmid, and others. 

The objection made to this exegesis, is, that in ver. 11 the apostle 
speaks of the quickening of those bodies which are mortal , 

frail, dying; an epithet that seems to be given to our frail, physical 
body as such, and not given to it merely as the corrupt seat of lusts. 
As it does not appear that Svyrog of itself ever has the same figura¬ 
tive sense which vexgog often has, i. e., morally dead or corrupt; so 
one might be prone to conclude, that in this case does not 

indicate the spiritual vivifieation which the exegesis already men¬ 
tioned assigns to it, but rather the restoration of the body to life at 
the period of the resurrection. I shall take farther notice of this 
exegesis in the sequel. 

(5) Another class of interpreters explain thus : 4 The body is 
dead in respect to sin , i. e., sin has no more power to excite its evil 
appetites and desires. The soul has, moreover, the principle of 
spiritual life; and he who raised up Jesus will also give to your 
bodies [viz., at the resurrection], a new principle of spiritual life or 
animation.’ So for substance, Origen, Theodoret, Clarius, Grotius, 
Raphel, Taylor, Melanctlion, Bucer, and others. 

The objection to this is, that it renders it necessary to construe 

z 
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did before the Accusative as meaning in respect to, in reference to; 
which can hardly be admitted. Moreover it destroys the antithesis 
in ver. 10. It renders quite insipid, also, the antithesis between adu.a 
vexgov in ver. 10, and £wocro/^cre/ ra SvTj-rd gut/iecra in ver. 11. 

( c) Another method of interpreting the phrase in question is this: 
‘ The body must die [physically] because of sin ; but the spiritual 
part lives ; and even the body itself will be made to live at the period 
of the resurrection,!, e., it will be raised up and become like Christ’s 
own glorious body.* So Tholuck, Flatt, Calvin, Augustine, Beza, 
and others. 

Understood in this way, the passage may be regarded as designed 
to foreclose an objection which would arise in the mind of some 
reader, who might ask: ‘Are all the consequences of sin, then, 
removed by the death of Christ?’ To this the apostle may be 
viewed as replying in the verse before us : ‘No, not absolutely and 
entirely all. Natural death still remains. But a glorious resurrec¬ 
tion will follow this; so that in the end all Its consequences will be 
done away.’ 

But there arc weighty objections against this mode of interpreta¬ 
tion. If vsxgov is to be understood in its literal sense, then of course 
the following must be understood literally also ; and what sense 
would it make to say, that 1 the soul has natural life because of right¬ 
eousness,’ when all know that the wicked are as immortal as the 
righteous? But if vsxoov means dead in the sense of having our car¬ 
nal passions mortified , then would of course designate the peace 
and happiness of the soul or spirit. 

The view which I entertain of the passage agrees substantially 
with the first of the above interpretations. I understand cu> t aa vsxpov 
in ver. 10, as not indicating [physical] death ; nor yet as meaning 
death in the sense of being dead in trespasses and sins , i. e., destitute 
of spiritual life, or in a state of death or condemnation. I take it to 
be used in the same sense as ^dvarog in vi. 4, 5; as expressing an idea 
exactly kindred with avvicravguidr) and xara^y7j^7f ri> GbjfMCi Tr t g a/xasr/a;, 
in vi. 6; the same with axodavuvin vi. 7 ; drrfOavo/xev in vi. 8; and hxpoI; 
in vi. 11. That the writer did connect viii. 10, 11, in his own mind 
with vi. 4—13, appears quite plain from his diction and general 
course of thought. In vi. 12 he calls the body bvnrov, just as in viii. 
11 ; and in the former passage he evidently means to designate by 
it a corporeal, material, perishable body ; which is also the sense, 
for substance, in viii. 11. 
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But all the words above mentioned, in chap, vi., serve merely to 
characterize what we call the mortification [the putting to death] of 
the body , i. e ., the subduing and mortifying our carnal desires and 
affections, which are cherished by or originate from the body. I 
understand vexgcv in viii. 10 (as I do nxgov; in vi. 11), to designate 
this state or condition, viz., a state in which the old man is cnicified , 
in which the carnal desires of the body are mortified and subdued. 
This exegesis has, at least, plain analogy on its side. 

Interpreted in this way the sentiment of the whole passage would 
run thus: 4 If the Spirit of Christ dvvells in any one, his body is 
indeed dead on account of 6in, i, e ., the old man is crucified, or lie 
undergoes mortification as to his bodily and sinful appetites ; but his 
spirit is rendered happy on account of righteousness , i. e. y because of 
conformity to the requisitions of the gospel. Yea, if the Spirit of 
him who raised up Jesus from the dead dwells in any man, that 
same Spirit will quicken, i. e. y impart life to, his mortal body/ in 
other words, lie will not suffer it to remain a mere rio/xa vexgov, but 
make it an instrument of righteousness (vi. 12, 13, 19), and give it 
a power of being subservient to the glory of God. 

By degrees the Christian “ brings under his body/' and keeps it 
in subjection. At first it is, as it were crucifying the old man; but 
in the sequel, the grace of God makes conquest easy and even de¬ 
lightful. It is such a quickening of our bodies, a converting of them 
into u instruments of righteousness,” to which the apostle seems to 
me here to refer. One circumstance appears to be conclusive in 
regard to this exegesis; this is, that the apostle here describes the 
Spirit which a quickens the bodies” of Christians, as being the Spirit 
which dwells in them , Ivoixovv h v/uft. Where is the resurrection of 
our physical bodies, at the last day, attributed to the sanctifying 
Spirit in believers? Very different is the statement in Col. ii. 12, 
13. Kph. i. 19, 20. ii. 5, 6. Rom. vi. 4. It is, then, the Spirit who 
dwells in believers that is to quicken them in the sense which is 
here meant; and what can this be, except the one designated in 
vi. 12, 13, 19? 

The body is often the occasion of sin and sorrow, it is a oujfux, 
9a«irou, It requires to be mortified, and crucified. But the Spirit 
of God in believers, by degrees brings them to yield their members 
as instruments of righteousness. Then is the old man, the body of 
sin, dead ; and the body itself, like the spirit, is quickened in the ser¬ 
vice of God. Verse 13 seems clearly to indicate that the present 
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passage is to be thus understood; for there, rd; rsd^ttz roZ 
SamroZre appears plainly to convey the same meaning as ffu/xa, nxsov. 
The object of the writer, as I apprehend it, is to show Christians, 
that although mortification and self-denial must be practised in order 
to subjugate carnal desires, yet even here they may expect relief in 
due time. Victory repeated becomes easier. The enemy often 
vanquished, becomes weaker. The Spirit of Christ, in fine, brings 
the believer at last fully and freely to dedicate all that he has and is 
to the service of his Lord and Master; so that no discouragement 
should be felt, because the way is at first rough and difficult. It is 
a path which conducts to life. 

(11) E/ 5s to ... . u/x/V. The Spirit of him who raised up Jesus 
from the dead, is the Spirit of God the Father, or the Spirit of God ; 
comp. ver. 9, also Col. ii. 12,13. Eph. i. 19, 20. ii. 5, 6. Rom. vi. 4. 
As here is a continuativc; ei 6i if also , if moreover . Zwo-iro/^/re/, will 
give life to, will animate, i. e., will make them active instruments. 
A/« rb Ivor/.oZv .... v/mTv, i. e., the same Spirit who dwells in you, 
will enable you to quicken the cdjfxa or tfw/x a ^amrou, which now 

occasions so much pain and mortification, and to make it a willing 
instrument of righteousness. But if verses 10, 11, be construed of 
literal death and life, then all the promise that is made to Christians 
here would be, that their bodies shall be raised up at the last day; 
and the inference would seem to be, that the wicked will not be 
raised up; w hich we know to be contrary to the doctrine of Paul 
and other N. Test, writers. Such an exegesis, then, although it is 
the most common, seems to reduce the w hole passage to comparative 
insignificance, or else makes it speak that which is contradictory to 
Christian doctrine. 

It is worthy of particular remark, that the last clause of vcr. 11, 
viz., 6/a rb ivoixoZv .... has been the subject of much critical 
conjecture and variation in its reading. The MSS. A., B., C., 
(which has a Orw for almZ,) 12 Codd. minusc., and many of the 
fathers, exhibit the common reading, viz., 6/a roy evontoZvros aZroZ <tvsv- 
/xaros; while 6/a to svoixoZv avrCj $mD,ua is the reading of D., E., F., G , 
the majority of MSS. minusc., Syr., Erp., Sahid., Vul., Ital., Ori- 
gen, Ephiph., Phot., Chrvs., (usually,) Method., Theod., Maxim., 
Tlieoph., CEcum,, Iren., Tertul., Hilar., Ruf., Sedulius. This seems 
to be best supported, and is preferred by Erasmus, Stephens, Mill, 
Bengel, Griesbach, Knapp, Koppe, and many recent critics. r l he 
internal probability is strong against the first reading in the Genitive; 
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for fl/a with the Gen. would denote the agent by whom the change 
in the bodies of Christians is to be made; whereas that agent has 
been already named, viz., 6 eyelgag rbv Xgiarov. The reading did to . . 
rrnv/Ma, in the Accus., of course obliges us to translate, because of 
the Spirit which dweileth in you. In this way the last clause assigns 
a reason or ground why he who raised up Jesus from the dead, will 
quicken his true followers ; it is because he has given them his 
Spirit; and having done thus much for them, he will complete the 
work which he has begun. 

On the whole, amid the almost endless diversities of explanation 
which have been exhibited here, it seems to me that very little 
regard has been paid to the analogy of the course of thought and 
diction in chapter vi., which corresponds so nearly as to remove all 
serious difficulty. There Christians are represented as dead to sin; 
their old man as crucified; and there, as Christ was raised from the 
dead by the glorious power of the Father, so are they quickened in 
like manner, in order that they may live unto God. If therefore it 
should be said (as it has been), that 6 inasmuch as the raising of 
Christ from the dead was an act of physical power (so to speak), in 
like manner the raising up of believers here must be regarded in the 
same light; the obvious answer is, that Paul goes through an ex¬ 
tended comparison of the like nature in chap, vi., where the death 
of Christ and his resurrection are all along taken in the natural 
aud physiological sense, while the death of believers and their resur¬ 
rection are taken throughout in a moral sense. What hinders us 
then from regarding the present passage in the same light? Indeed, 
after all which the apostle has said in chapter vi. in relation to this 
subject, I think there should be strong and plain reasons given for 
a physiological sense of his words here, before we can adopt it. It 
is contrary to his own analogy, and inapposite to his present 
purpose. 

Nor arc the objections of Reiche to the adoption of the moral 
sense, of any considerable weight. He says, (1) That i <ru>/&ar a 
(plural) cannot be employed in the same figurative sense as 
But why not? 2ag£ is not used in the plural, merely because it has 
no plural. 2a \ua in the singular is clearly exchanged with tragj (see 
ver. 13) ; and adfLara in the plural as applied not to one but to all 
believers, is altogether appropriate. (2) 6 euro's has only a physiolo¬ 
gical sense.’ But although this is usually true, it is manifestly 
employed here as the mere substitute for vcjc^ov in vcr. 10 ; and this 
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latter word confessedly has very often a figurative or moral sense. 
(3) ‘ ZwoTotrjati must have a future meaning; but believers are already 
quickened in a moral sense.'* The answer to this is, they are indeed 
alive as to the spirit and temper of the mind; but the process of sanc¬ 
tification, until all the bodily appetites are thoroughly subdued and 
mortified, is usually a long one, and the apostle might well employ 
^uorrotTidu. (4:) ‘ As God raised Christ physically, so the resurrection 
of believers must be here taken as physical/ But this has already 
been answered above. 


CHAP. VIII. 12—17. 


In the precediDg verses, the apostle has consummated his~ argument to prove that Chrta- 
tians, who are under grace, are the only persons who possess means adequate and ample ofliving 
devoted to the service of God, and of renouncing sin and mortifying all their sinful desires. 
What those under the law could not do, God, sending his Son on account of sin, and pouring out 
his Spirit, and giving a filial and obedient temper of mind, has accomplished. The mind is thus 
filled with desires of conformity to Christ, and even the body, the seat of carnal appetites and 
sinful desires, will he so quickened as to become an instrument of righteousness. 

And what now follows ? Just that which we should expect from an apostle so zealous of 
good works as Paul, and so grateful for the blessings of redemption, viz., an animated exhorta¬ 
tion to live in a manner accordant with Christian obligation, and a view ot the consequences 
which will ensue from the believer’s being united to Christ. 


(12) "A^a ouv . . . . £ fjv, therefore , brethren , we are not under obliga¬ 
tion to the fleshy to live in a carnal manner ; i. e. y since the Spirit is 
given to us, and we have such privileges, we must not obey the lusts 
of the flesh. The manner of expression is what rhetoricians call 
XiroVijff, i. e.y where less is said than is meant. The writer means that 
we are bound not to obey the dictates of carnal appetites and desires. 
—Too . . . shows the object of obligation : ( We are under no obli¬ 
gation—to live, &c/ ToD with the Inf. has a various and widely 
extended usage ; see N. Test. Gramm. § 138. 8. 

(13) E# yag .... acrcftvrjifxeiv, for if ye live in a carnal manner, ye 
shall die; i . e. } if ye live carnally, ye shall come under the penalty 
of the divine law, which threatens death to the soul that sins. See 
on Savotrog, in chap. v. 12. Reiche, who all along understands Sararoj 
as designating temporal death, concedes that here it must have 
a more extended sense. How could lie have avoided such a conces- 
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eion? For if the death of the body only is threatened, then there 
if no distinction between those who live in a carnal manner, and those 
who do not, which would deprive the apostle’s words of all meaning. 

E t de . • . but if through the Spirit ye mortify the deeds of 

the body , ye shall live ; i. e., if, yielding to the influence of the Spirit 
which dwelleth in you, ye crucify the old man with his lusts, if you 
suppress those deeds to which your carnal affections would lead, then 
ye shall live, i. e enjoy the spiritual blessedness which the gospel 
promises to the obedient. 

The exchange of a for cafe,, in the phrase rag rr^d^st; rov cd/Maro; 
is plain. D., E., F., G., and many of the fathers read aaezog for 
6u>/xaro ;; which only shows that they understood both in the same 
sense here. The efforts of Reiche to show that ou>/ia means ‘ body 
as a composite organization,’ and cd *£, ‘body as an animated, active, 
aad excitable substance,’ are here to no purpose : nor indeed is this 
in conformity with Pauline usage. 

(14) The yd% at the beginning of this verse, shows that what 
follows is illustration or confirmation of the declaration just made. 
The apostle has just said, that those who mortify their sinful appe¬ 
tites and desires, shall live , t. c., shall enjoy the happiness which the 
gospel proffers. What is the proof of this? One convincing evi¬ 
dence is, that such persons are led by the Spirit of God; consequently 
they must be the children of God ; and if so, he will give them the 
portion which belongs to children, viz., the heavenly inheritance. 
Such is the course of thought that follows in the sequel of yag, and 
such the confirmation of the promise implied in 

"O Got ydi .... 0eoD, for so many as are led by the Spirit, of God, 
they are the sons of God . That a special divine influence is here 
implied in dyovrai, would seem to be plain ; for if nothing but the 
simple means of moral suasion by objective truth is employed in guid¬ 
ing the children of God, how do they differ from others who enjoy 
the same means? If you say : ‘The difference is that the former 
obey the suasion, while the latter resist it;’ I answer : The fact is 
true ; but then it does not reach the point of difficulty. How comes 
the one to obey the suasion, and the other to resist it! What is the 
first occasion of this ? If you say : ‘A corrupt nature leads the im¬ 
penitent to resistthen I ask : Had not the regenerate the like cor¬ 
rupt nature before their change ? What then is the efficient cause 
why one obeys and the other disobeys ? The passage before ue 
ascribes it to the influence of the Spirit of God. That this influence 
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is special , follows from the fact, that if we suppose it to be common 
in the same degree to all men, it would be difficult to account for it 
why all men under the influence of truth are not converted. Since, 
however, the fact is that they are not, it would seem to follow 
that where they do become converted, the influence of the Spirit is 
special. 

T hi Oeou, sons of God , a term of endearment; comp. Matt. v. 9, 45. 
Luke vi. 35. xx. 36. Ilom. viii. 19. 2 Cor. vi. 18. Gal. iii. 26. iv 

6, 7, ct alib. comp. Hosca xi. 1. Ex. iv. 22, 23. See also the remarks 
on uiov aj70j in Rom. i. 3, with the Excursus. 

(15) Ou yag ...... e!$ ipofiov, for ye have not received a servile 

spirit , that ye should again he afraid; i. e., yc have not the spirit of 
slaves, who, being in bondage, are fearing and trembling before the 
dreaded severity of a master 4 ; in other words, ye are not, through 
fear of condemnation or death, all your life time hoyju how.ua.;, Ileb. 
ii. 15. lag illustrantis et coifirmantis ; for the object of the writer 
is, to show that they are sons and not slaves.' 

II vijjxu houXeia;, and vviZpu u'/odsa/a; is such a spirit as slavery is wont 
to produce, i. *., such a temper or disposition of mind as is appropri¬ 
ate to it, and such a spirit or temper of mind as belongs to affection¬ 
ate children. 

1 AXXa . . . ocrarjjg/ hut ye have received a filial spirit f by which 
yc cry: Abba , Father! That is, instead of the timid and cowering 
spirit of slaves, who tremble before their masters, we are endowed 
with the spirit of children , so that we may approach God with affec¬ 
tion and confidence. The word ’ A/3,3a is the Chaldee sc. 

xaT7jg! Augustine and Calvin think that the design of using both 
5 A/3/3a and 6 crar^ here, is to show that both Jews and Greeks, each 
in their own respective language, would call on God as a Eather. 
But the objection to this is, that the same idiom is exhibited in 
Mark xiv. 36 and Gal. iv. 6, where such a distinction is out of ques¬ 
tion ; at any rate, in the first of these two cases it is out of question. 
If 6 warri^ here be designed for any thing more than a translation of 
*A/3/3a, we may suppose the repetition to be designed for expressing 
intensity of child-like feeling, for this naturally prompts to a repe¬ 
tition of the name of a parent. So Theodoret. ‘o rrarr,^ is thcNom. 
used instead of the Vocative; New Test. Gramm. § 21. Note 3. 

(16) Avrb rb rrvEu/j,a . . . Qsou, this same Spirit testifies to our minds 
that we are the children of God; i. e ., (as many interpret the passage) 
this filial, confiding, affectionate spirit, imparted by the Spirit ef 
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God who dwells in us, affords satisfactory evidence to our minds that 
we nre the children of God. Zvpfiagruge /here inay menn no more than 
the simple verb / 4 a£ru££ai; for so GvjLfMagTvfeu is employed in Rom. ii. 
15. ix. 1 , al. The sentiment of the passage thus construed would 
be, that the affectionate spirit which the children of God possess, 
is an evidence to their minds of their standing in a filial relation to 
him. Tp xvi j/xari means to out minds , animis nostris. On any 
ground of exegesis, this sense (for substance) is here to be attributed 
to this expression. 

There is, however, another method of interpreting this verse, 
which makes airi 76 /xx to mean the Spirit of God> the Spirit men¬ 
tioned in vers. 9, 14. This is certainly not an improbable exegesis; 
and many distinguished interpreters have followed it. Very recently, 
Flatt and Tholuck have both defended it. 

On the whole I am persuaded, that auro to is the same as 

flrvij/xa 0 eoD in ver. 14. And if the question be urged, as it is natural 
that it should be : i How then does the Spirit bear witness to our 
minds or souls, that we arc the children of God?* The answer is, 
by imparting the spirit of adoption or a filial spirit to us. It is this, 
then, which affords the evidence to our minds of being in a state of 
filiation , i. e. y of bearing the relation to God of spiritual children. 
And as this spirit comes from the Spirit of God, so he may be said 
in this case to bear witness , because he is the author of that spirit 
which affords the evidence of our filiation. Those who adopt the 
first method of interpretation, refer auro ro cmD/xa to the -ryeD/xa u/oCstias 
of the preceding clause; and compare this with vers. 20, 27, which 
they construe in the like way. 

That the world deny any such testimony in the hearts of believers, 
and that they look on it with scorn or treat it with derision, proves 
only that they are unacquainted with it; not that it is an illusion. 
It was a sensible and true remark of the French philosopher, Hem- 
sterhuys, in regard to certain sensations which he was discussing : 
“ Those who are so unhappy as never to have had such sensations, 
either through weakness of the natural organ, or because they have 
never cultivated them, will not comprehend me.” CEuvrcs, I. p. 208. 
Paul has, on another occasion, expressed himself, relative to the point 
in question with still more power: “The natural nmn receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him,” 
1 Cor. ii. 14. 

(17) E/ <5i rfxva xai x\r}eov6fioi, i. e. y if we sustain the relation of sons. 
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then shall we be treated as such, i. we shall be heirs. After rixva 
the verb Upev is of course implied, and before x\r,oov6/j,ot the reader 
must supply saopida. K\r}oovo/j,oi ©eoD, heirs of God y means, possessors 
of that inheritance which God bestows. As continuative. —Su/xXjj- 
gwo/noi Xeiarov, joint heirs with Christ; i. e ., as Christ endured suffer¬ 
ings and was advanced to glory, in like manner shall we also be 
advanced to glory. We shall be made like him, be united to him, 
be with him, in possession of the heavenly inheritance. For the 
manner in which Christ obtained this heritage, see and comp. Phil, 
ii. 8, 9. Heb. ii. 9, 10. v. 7—9 ; and for the comparison of believers 
to Christ, see 2 Tim. ii. 11,12. Heb. xii. 2. Rev. iii. 21. John xvii. 
22—24. These texts sufficiently explain the sequel of the verse, 
tin if x. r. X. which may be rendered: i In case we suffer as he did 
[in the cause of trnth], in order that we may be glorified with him.’ 


CHAP. VIII. 18—25. 


These verses constitute one of those passages .rhich the critics call loci vexatissimi. The ger/raj 
object of the passage, however, cannot fail to be evident to every considerate reader. In ver. 19, 
the apostle asserts, that the, sufferings of the present life are not to be regarded in comparison with the 
glory which is to be revealed, i. e., future glory is great beyond all comparison or expression. Such 
is the proposition to be illustrated or confirmed. But how is this effected ? I answer, that the 
theme being thus introduced by the apostle, he proceeds in the following manner: ‘Now that 
such a glory is yet to be revealed (in other words that there is a world of surpassing glory beyond 
the grave), the whole condition of things or rather of mankind, in the present world, abundantly 
proves. Here a frail and perishable nature serves to show, that no stable source of happiness can 
be found on earth. From the commencement of the world down to the present time, it has always 
been thus. In the midst of the sufferings and sorrows to which their earthly existence exposes 
them, mankind naturally look forward to another and better world, where happiness without alloy 
and without end may be enjoyed. Even Christians themselves, joyful as their hopes should make 
them, find themselves still compelled by sufferings and sorrows to sigh and groan, and to expect 
a state of real and permanent enjoyment only in heaven ; 60 that they can only say, for the pre¬ 
sent, that they are saved because they hope or expect salvation in another and better world. The 
very fact that here they, like all others around them, are in a state of trial, and that they only 
hope for glory, shows that the present fruition of it is not to be expected 

The practical conclusion from all this the apostle now proceeds to dra w, viz.,' that Christians, 
in the midst of sufferings and trials, ought not to faint or to be discourager inasmuch as a glory 
to be revealed Is in prospect, which should make them regard their preset temporary sufferings 
as altogether unworthy to be accounted of.’ 


(18) A oytfyfMai here means I count , reckon , regard , estimate. The 
classical Greek writers employed this word rather in the sense of 
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computing or reckoning , c. g a sum of numbers, or of estimating a 
conclusion drawn from premises by the act of reasoning. 

It is difficult at first sight to account for the ydg here, which, in 
nearly every instance where it is employed (if not always and neces¬ 
sarily), has reference to a preceding sentiment, fact, &c. I construe 
here in this simple manner, viz., c We shall be glorified with Christ, 
i. e. } obtain great and eternal glory, for (yaf) all the sufferings and 
sorrows of the present state are only temporary. Every thing shows 
that they are so, and that they only prepare us for a happiness that is 
to come which is great and glorious. All things do, and must, work 
together for good to those who love God.’ 

Hatfjjxara rou vvv xa/^oD means suffering such as Christians were then 
called to endure, or sufferings such as all men are exposed to endure 
in the present life. The latter seems to be the preferable sense ; 
because the reasoning of the apostle, in the context, has respect not 
to time then present only, but to the whole period of our present life 
down to its close, when a glorious reward succeeds a life of sorrow. 
The latitude in which the Genitive case is employed should be noted 
from the phrase before us. The sufferings of the present time surely 
docs not mean the sufferings which time endures as the subject of 
them, but those which Christians endure while they continue in the 
present world. The Genitive here, as often elsewhere, is the Geni- 
tious temporis, i. e. } it marks the time belonging to the noun which 
precedes it, the designation of which is intended to qualify that noun. 
See N. Test. Gramm. § 99. 1. h. 

Oux aj/a, non cequiparanda sunt , are not to be put on a level t or 
are not. to be reputed , not to be counted or regarded. If the first sense 
be adopted, then which follows in the construction, may be ren¬ 
dered in its usual sense, with. But if the second sense be preferred 
(and it seems to be preferable), viz., reputed , regarded , then irgo's must 
be rendered compared with , in comparison of. So this preposition 
is sometimes used; e. g ., Ecclus. xxv. 19, Every evil is small <?rfo$ xax/a> 
yuvaotoc, compared with the malignity of a woman. Joseph, cont. 
Apion. II. 22, All matter is worthless irgbg rovrov compared 

unth the image of this [god]. To construe ag/a in such a way as to 
make the apostle affirm, that the present sufferings of Christians are 
not to be deemed equally desirable with the glory which is to be 
revealed, would be making him to say what no man of common sense 
would think it necessary to affirm. But to say, that when we look 
at future glory we should make but little account of these sufferings, 
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is supposing him to litter a sentiment worthy of the noblest of all 
Christian philosophers. 

The phrase rfy [AWo-jaav bo^av anoxaXvpOqvia, is equivalent to doroxa- 
XvpOriso'i'SVTtv. The Greek could use his regular future without a 
helping verb; or he could, as here, use the verb //JXX« and the In¬ 
finitive instead of a regular future. The employment of /A/.\ouaav 
here indicates the confident expectation not only of future glory, but 
of its speedy revelation. MeXXoris employed by the Greeks to desig¬ 
nate a proximate future. The word bc^a, which here signifies future 
happiness , is used by the New Testament writers in a sense quite 
different from the classic one; for this is opinion , fame, reputation, 
&c. But the New Testament meaning of 6o|a is borrowed from the 
Hebrew or "Vjn, splendour, magnificence, excellence. The 

idea of bo^a in the presence of God, seems to be founded upon being 
there in the light or splendour of his presence. Hence light is used 
so often in the Bible as the image of happiness. Hence too we may 
see something of the plenary meaning which'fio'Ja has, when used to 
describe a state of future happiness. In the present world, eye 
hath not seen but when another world bursts upon the vision of 
Christians, after death shall have rent away the veil of mortality, 
there ‘in God’s light they will see lightthere too they shall enjoy 
u everlasting light, for God will be their glory.” 

19) Here we have another ydo which sustains a relation to the 
preceding verse, like that which yao in vcr. 18 sustains to ver. 17. 
The apostle in ver. 18 has introduced, as an object of attention the 
glory which is to be revealed. That there is such a glory he now 
proceeds to show, or at least to adduce reasons why Christians should 
confidently expect it. Ydo, therefore, is in vcr. 19 prefixed to a 
clause added by way of confirming the sentiment of the preceding 
assertion. 

5 AflroxagaSox/a, earnest expectation , the German Ahndung. The 
etymology favours this meaning; for the word comes from dco (prep.), 
head, and Soxeuw to observe, look after. The Etymologicum 
Magnum explains it by rf xepaXrf <rgoj@Xsers/v, to thrust forward the 
head and see, i. e., to look with anxiety or eagerness; like the Hebrew 
Mpnnn. The same sense the word has in Phil. i. 20. Ernesti 
observes, that tire word is not intensive in the New Testament (Inst. 
Interpr. 1. § 2) ; but in this lie seems to be plainly mistaken, if wo 
may judge either from the composition of the word itself, or from the 
nature of the passages in which it stands. 
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Wc come now to the principal word, viz., xr/V/r, on which very 
much of the difficulty of the passage before us turns. In order to 
proceed in a satisfactory manner with the investigation of it, let us 
first consider its meaning in the other passages of the New Testa¬ 
ment where it occurs, and this as compared with the corresponding 
Hebrew words; and secondly examine in order the various meanings 
which have been assigned to the word in this place, and endeavour 
to vindicate that sense to which the preference seems to belong. 

I. In regard to the meaning of xr/V/r, in all the other passages of 
the New Testament where it is found, excepting the one before us, 
they may be distributed into two classes; viz. 

1. It means the act of creation , creating. In such a sense it is 
generally conceded that it is employed in Mark x. 6. xiii. 19. Rom. 
i. 20. 2 Pet. iii. 4. Yet all of these significations might be referred 
to No, 2, which follows, as the sense would be equally good. But 
this first sense is the proper and primary meaning of the word, 
according to the usual principles of the Greek language, in whicli 
words of this class commonly denote the act of doing any thing, they 
being what grammarians call nomina actionis. So in the Greek 
classics, the sense of making y constructing , building , creating , &c., 
is the one attached to this form of the word. But in the examples 
of xr/V/s in the New Testament, the meaning is for the most part 
different from this. 

2. It means creature , created thing , any product of creating 
power , creation as an existing thing. Such a deflexion from the 
primary meaning of a word is very common, not only in the Greek, 
but in all other languages; the abstract (nomcn actionis) passing, as 
grammarians say, into the concrete sense; i. e ., the word which de¬ 
noted action, being also used to denote the consequences or effects of 
that action. So here, xr Utg (the act of creating ), is more commonly 
employed in the New Testament to signify the effects of this action, 
viz., a thing createdres creata. But this second signification being 
in its own nature generic, it may either be used generically , or it may 
be employed to designate any of the several species of meanings that 
constitute a part of the generic one. 

( a ) It is used in its generic sense, i. e ., as meaning created things , 
creation^ any created thing , in Rom. i. 25. viii. 39. Col. i. 15. Heb. 
iv. 13. Rev. iii. 14, perhaps also in Mark x. 6. xiii. 19. Rom. i. 20. 
and 2 Pet. iii. 4. In a sense very nearly allied to this, it is used in 
lleb. ix. 11 to designate the matenal creation as such, in distinction 
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from the spiritual one. This distinction, however, results rather 
from the exigency of the passage, and it seems to be made here 
rather by the word return than from the force of xr/G/g. 

( b ) K ricig is, also used in a specific sense, and means the rational 
creation y man , men , the world of mankind. Thus in Mark xvi. 15, 

1 Go preach the gospel rruGri rfi xr/'cei, to all men , to every man? Col. 
i. 23, 4 which [gospel] has been preached ev 'rasp rfi xrfati, among all 
nations? 1 Pet. ii. 13, 4 JBe subject, then, rruap avOgvK.'vp xr/Ge/ t to 
every man , to every human being , for the Lord’s sake, i . e out of 
regard to the Lord Christ. What the meaning of this is, the explan¬ 
ation immediately subjoined informs us, viz., tin (3a,<r/\e7 t ug bxefeyjwrr 
tire riye/toGiv, w g hi abrov x. r. X. ; ( be subject to every man placed in 
authority, whether lie be a king who has pre-eminence, or a governor 
appointed/ &c. These examples make it clear, that xr/G/g is employed 
to designate a specific class of created beings,as well as created things 
in general. 

(e) The word is sometimes employed in a more specific and limited 
sense still, viz., to designate the new rational creation , those who are 
created anew in Christ Jesus , Christians. Such is the meaning in 

2 Cor. v. 17, 4 If any one be in Christ, he is xrto/c, a new crea¬ 
ture? Gal. vi. 15, i In Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncir¬ 
cumcision avails any thing, but >.aivy xr/G/g? This, however, may 
mean a new act of creating , i. e ., the power of the Spirit in renovating 
the soul. But in both of these eases, the special meaning it must be 
confessed, depends rather on xaivk than upon xr/c/g. 

These are all the cases in which xr/G/g occurs in the New Testa¬ 
ment, excepting those in the passage under examination. From these 
we gather the conclusion, that the usus loquendi allows us to assign 
to xr/Gtg cither of the three meanings ranked under No. 2, i. e. y it may 
be interpreted as meaning things created or the natural creatiortj 
men or mankind , or Christians who are a new spiritual creation; 
yet this last meaning is plainly uncertain, unless some qualifying 
word ( e. g ., xa/vrj) is joined with xr/G/g. 

I have only to add here, as a confirmation of the above meanings 
assigned to xric/g (which however are not altogether peculiar to the 
New Testament, see Judith ix. 12. xi. 14. Wisd. ii. 6. xvi. 24. xix. 
6), that the Chaldee and the Rabbinic Hebrew coincide with- the 
usage just exhibited. The words in these languages which corre¬ 
spond to xr/G/g, are Kp3, n V!?> which all mean creatio y 

creatura. res creata , i. e. y the act of creating, and the thing created, 
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just in the same way as xr/'a/g does. Moreover, in Rabbinic Hebrew 
the plural form ni*}? sometimes means homines , me??, specially f/w 
heathen . All this, we sec, corresponds with the New Testament 
use of xt laig, and explains it when a reference to the Greek 
classics would not. In regard to the last particular of all, viz., 
that sometimes means the heathen, by way of degradation or 
contempt; it is singular that we have adopted, into vulgar English, 
the very same meaning of the word creature , and applied it in a 
derogatory sense to human beings; e . $r., ‘ the creature refused to 
obey.’ 

II. We have seen what meanings are assigned to xr/oig by the 
writers of the New Testament, and what belonged to the corre¬ 
sponding Chaldee and Hebrew words. Which of these, now, shall 
be applied to xrlc/g in the passage before us ? 

That the reader may see how variously this question has been 
answered, I will lay before him the different interpretations given to 
it. There are, 1. the Angels. 2. The souls (the animating prin¬ 
ciple) of the planetary worlds. 3. Adam and Eve, because they were 
the immediate work of creative power. 4. The souls of believers, 
in distinction from their bodies. 5. The bodies of believers, t. e their 
dead bodies, in distinction from their souls. 6. Christians in general. 
7. Christians in particular, i, e ., either Jewish Christians, or Gen¬ 
tile Christians. 8. Unconverted men in general. 9. Unconverted 
men in particular, t, e., either unconverted Jews or unconverted 
heathen. 10. The material creation, inanimate and animate, exclu¬ 
sive of rational beings. 11. The rational creation or men in gene¬ 
ral, mankind. 

All these supposed meanings I have canvassed in an exegesis of 
vers. 18—25, printed in the Biblical Repository, Vol. T. pp. 363, seq. 
I deem the first five too improbable to need discussion here; and 
therefore proceed with the others. 

Che sixth and seventh opinions may be both ranked under one 
head, viz., that of Christians. Can xr/Gig, then, here mean Christians, 
either in general or in particular? 

(«) The usus loquendi is wunting, to render this probable. The 
word xT/G/g in 2 Cor. v. 17 and Gal. vi. 15, docs not, as I have 
already remarked, of itself mean Christians. In both these cases it 
is connected with xaivr h 

( b ) In vers. 19, 21, the word xr/Gig seems to designate those who 
are distinguished from the children of God, and who belong not to 



368 


ROMANS VIII, 10. 


such as arc now entitled to tlieir privileges. But I do not consider 
this argument to be decisive; for the expressions in vers. 10, 21, are 
not much unlike that in verse 23, where Christians are represented 
a9 groaning within themselves and waiting for their filiation (u/o<7e< r/av) 
i. e.f for the consequences of it, viz., the redemption of their bodies 
from their present frail, painful, and dying state. 

(c) A more conclusive argument is dcducible from the form of ver. 
23, where au to) rou Tlvsu/j.a'rog tyovng seems plainly to mean 

Christians , as I shall in the sequel endeavour to show. Conceding 
this, then, it is quite plain that xr/V/g in the preceding verses cannot 
mean Christians , because the class of men designated in verse 23, is 
very clearly distinguished from the preceding class in vers. 19—21, 
who are there designated by -at! at;. 

On the same ground, viz., that xr/<r/$ cannot be regarded as mean¬ 
ing Christians in general, it must be excluded from meaning Chris¬ 
tians in particular^', c., either Jewish Christians or Gentile Christians. 
How arc these to be distinguished from u those who had the first- 
fruits of the Spirit T* Even supposing that diruoyf means here spe- 
cial miraculous gifts (as some believe), we may ask : Were there no 
Jewish Christians who possessed these? Surely they above all others 
possessed them. But still, were there no Gentile Christians who 
possessed them ? This will not be denied. If we look into the first 
epistle to the Corinthians, we find thcro a graphic account of the 
special gifts of the Spirit, which leaves no room to doubt that they 
were distributed to Gentile as well as to Jewish Christians. Still 
stronger is the argument, if we suppose (as I shall endeavour here¬ 
after to show that we must suppose) arra^yrjv here to mean the preli - 
hation , the foretaste , the earnest of future glory, which is common to 
all Christians. For as those who have this are here plainly 

and explicitly distinguished from those denominated xriaig above; so, 
if these are Christians in general (as they clearly seem to be), it fol¬ 
lows that xr/V/s above is not used to designate either Christians in 
general, or Jewish or Gentile Christians in particular. Neither of 
these classes were distinguished from other Christians, by the exclu¬ 
sive possession of miraculous gifts or the exclusive possession of the 
earnest of the heavenly inheritance; and there seems, therefore, to 
be no ground for making a distinction of such a nature. It must 
necessarily follow, that if xtigiq means either Jewish Christians or 
Gentile Christians as such, then this class of Christians did not par¬ 
take of the dva^yr t v rov UvfvjuLaTOi ; for those who did partake of it 4 
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arc clearly distinguished from those indicated by xrioig. But inas¬ 
much as both these classes of Christians did partake of the gift in 
question, so neither of them can be specifically designated here by 
xriGtg. Le Clerc, Ndsselt, Schleusner, and others have defended the 
exegesis in question ; but it will not bear examination. 

The eighth and ninth opinions may also be classed under one 
head. These arc, that xriaig means either unconverted men in general 
as such, or unconverted men in particular, viz., Jews or Gentiles. In 
regard to the specific meaning here assigned to xriGtg, I cannot see 
any tolerable ground of support for it. Why should unconverted 
Jews be represented as peculiarly exposed to a frail and dying state? 
Or why should unconverted Gentiles be so represented ? Surely 
there is no good reason for any distinction, here, as all are equally 
exposed to the miseries of life. We cannot therefore admit the exe¬ 
gesis which here gives a specific meaning to xmv?, limiting it either 
to unconverted Jews or to unconverted Gentiles. 

More probable is the interpretation, which assigns to xrteig the 
meaning of unconverted men in general . In this case it is easy to 
make a plain and evident distinction between xriaig in vers. 19—22, 
and o/ rou rrvtv/Marog E^&yre; in ver. 23. I think this to be 

substantially the right meaning. But I would not assign to it the 
signification simply of unconverted men. I apprehend the meaning 
to be the same as in Mark xvi. 15. Col. i. 23. 1 Pet. ii. 13, i. e. } 

man y men , mankind in general. But of this, and of the objections 
urged against it, I shall say more in the sequel. 

On the whole, then, we have reduced our multiplex interpretations 
dowm to two, viz., the material creation in general animate and inani¬ 
mate, and the rational creation or mankind in general . These remain 
to be carefully examined. Critics of high rank and great abilities 
are divided between these two interpretations. 

We may commence with the first of these two meanings, that of 
the material creation , the xoorld in general , or the universe exclusive 
of rational beings. This has had many defenders both in ancient 
and modern times. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, CEcume- 
nius, Jerome, Ambrose, Luther, Koppe, Doddridge, Platt, Tholuck, 
lieiclie, and a multitude of others have been its advocates. Flatt, 
Tholuck, and Reichc, in their recent commentaries, have collected 
all which has been said in its favour, besides advancing some things 
peculiar to themselves. What they have brought forward deserves 
a serious examination. 

2 A 
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That xrktg might be employed to indicate the natural creation 
around 11 s, consisting of things animate and inanimate, may be seen 
by examining the usus loquendi of the word under No. 2. a, above. 
On this part of the subject, there can be no just ground of contro¬ 
versy among philologists. But is it so employed in the passage before 
us ? This is the only question that affords any room for dispute. 

I have satisfied my own mind, that xriatg means here, as in Mark 
xvi. 15. Col. i. 23 (and for substance in 1 Pet. ii. 13), mankind in 
general , gens hitmana, in distinction from, but not in opposition to, 
Christians as such. The reasons of this as detailed at length, and 
the examination of different views, I have thought it most proper to 
exhibit in an Excursus on Rom. viii. 19, inasmuch as they would 
occupy too much room in the body of the Commentary. 

Trjv aKcxu\v-^iv ru» viutv too Oico ursixbsyjTcu, expects or waits for the 
revelation of the sons of God; i. c ., the period when the sons of God, 
in their ultimate state and endowed with all their honours and privi¬ 
leges, shall be fully disclosed. This will be at the general judgment; 
when the Father who sccth in secret will reward them openly. Here 
they are in obscurity ; the wrnrld knoweth them not. They are like 
to the seven thousand of old who had not bowed the knee to Baal, 
but who were unknown even to the prophet Elijah. However, it 
will not always be so. The day is coming wdien they will shine 
forth as the sun in his strength and as the stars for ever cr.d ever, in 
the kingdom of their God and Father. 

In what sense the xriotg arTr/Myrrai, expects or ivaits for such a 
revelation, is stated in the Excursus on this verse, and therefore it 
need not to be repeated. I take the generic idea of happiness in 
a future and better state, to be the main design of the writer in this 


case. 

(20) Ti) yao [Aa.rcuc>7ri7i q X7i<ftg i/Terdyt], for the creature , i. e., man¬ 
kind, teas subjected to a frail and dying state. That paraiorng here 
has the sense thus assigned to it, is clear from the epexegesis of it in 
vcr. 21, viz., (5oyXf/a rrjg pSogug, which is there used instead of repeat¬ 
ing (laraiorTig, Such as wish for further confirmation as to this sense 
of the word, may consult in the Sept. Ps. L\i. 9. xxxviii. 5. Ecc. i. 
2, 14. 

As the Hebrew 

corresponds, sometimes designates an idol; so some commentators 
have here interpreted /xaraioryg in a corresponding manner, viz., man¬ 
kind became subjected to idolatry, or the natural w r orld was employ- 


vanity y to which iiaratoT-ris in the Sepluagint 
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ed as the object of idolatry. So Tertullian, Luther, Marck, Baum- 
garten, and others. Consequently they interpreted the succeedin 
clause, not voluntarily but through him who subjected it , as havin 
reference either to Satan, or to Adam as concerned in the original 
fall of man. But 5ouXs/a (vcr. 21) seems to remove all 

probability from this interpretation of /xara/orjjg; and of course u*ro. 
rdzavra can be applied only to God the Creator of man. Compare 
Gen. iii. 17—19. 

WoZoa, aXXa S/cc tIv uncTa^ou/ra, not voluntarily , but by him who 
put it in subjection , to a frail and dying state. That is, the creature 
did not voluntarily choose its present condition of sorrow and pain, 
for this cannot well be imagined; but God the Creator has placed it 
in this condition; it is by his sovereign will, by the arrangements of 
his holy providence, that man is placed in a frail and dying state. 
It seems quite probable, that Paul here referred in his own mind to 
the effects of the fall , as described in v. 12 scq. This state of 
/MuraioTr}; was not original, but superinduced by sin. The use of the 
Aorist, u-irdyri seems to indicate some specific fact of this nature 
which happened in past time. Had the apostle’s design been merely 
general , i . e., merely to say that man has been and is frail , he would 
most naturally have employed bnorsraxra/, Perf. passive. But still, 
this frail condition is not to be considered as an irretrievable misfor¬ 
tune or evil. Distressing and frail as the state of man is, it is still 
a state of hope* So we are assured in the next verse. 

A id r'ov vx'ord^avra is adduced by some to show that S/d, on account 
of or because of may be understood of an efficient cause, although 
employed with the Accusative, Bretschneider (Lex.) has given many 
examples of this nature, some of which, however, need to be stricken 
out. If wc render Bid hy per, Germ, durch , i. c., through , by means 
of this will naturally refer the noun which follows the preposition to 
the class of efficient causes; and that such a rendering is lawful, many 
critics contend, and most concede. 

(21) ’Ecr iXcr/3/, in hope , Here the Dative designates the state or 
condition in which the xrlo/g is, although subjected to ^ara/oryjr/. It 
is a state in which a hope of deliverance can be indulged. It is not 
a state of despair. 'Ecf eXcr/5/may be connected either with betray* j 
or vfforu^avT cc. 

Let the reader now ask, whether it is not doing violence to the 
word xriffig, to construe it here as meaning natural world , and then 
to predicate of it 6x«u<ra and ex eXa/S/? It would be an example of 


tc bfi 



372 


HOMANS via. 21. 


prosopopcia, which I believe even the most animated poetical parte of 
the Scriptures no where present. 

But what is the hope in which the creature is permitted to indulge? 
It is, on xai aurri q xr/gig i/.tuOegojOqG&rat krrb r5?c bo\ii.iio.g rr t g fOoeag, that 
this very same creature , viz., the one which is subjected to a frail 
and dying state, shall he freed from the bondage of a perishing con¬ 
dition. 4>0og« comes from pOt/gu, to corrupt , to destroy . Here it 
plainly means a state of corruption , i. e ., a frail and dying state. Such 
a state the apostle calls bovXtia, bondage; first, because the creature 
was not willingly subjected to it; secondly, because it is not only a 
state of pain and misery, but it places us at the disposal of masters, 
who inflict upon us suffering and sorrow while we cannot resist or 
control them. The word i?.evOs£u0fotrui is fitly chosen as the anti¬ 
thetic correlative of bou/.tta. 

E/f rqv iXevOipav rij; bo^g run r'i/.vMv too &coo, [and shall be introduced, 
xai u6uyj)T\GtTat^ into the glorious liberty of the children of God . E/f, 
put before the Accusative here, shows the state in which the creature 
is to be brought, after being freed from bondage, i, e, tig stands before 
the object unto which the creature is to attain, by being delivered 
from the bondage of a frail and dying state. That tig very often 
stands before nouns designating the event or effect of any thing, is a 
well-known Greek idiom; and the proofs of it may be seen at large 
in the various lexicons. The phrase, however, I take here to be a 
constructio proBgnans, as the grammarians call it, i. e an elliptical 
expression, which implies some verb before it, and probably the one 
which I have supplied above. Most plainly chro stands before that 
from which the creature is delivered, and tig before that into which 
it is introduced or brought; but the diction is elliptical, or at least 
we must admit brachylogy here. is used in this place as an 

adjective qualifying the preceding noun, by an idiom which is very 
common throughout the Scriptures. In what sense men in general 
may be said to hope for this state, has been already explained above. 
If there be any objection to predicate this of men in general, is there 
not a still stronger one to predicating it of the 7uitural world? 

Verses 20, 21, thus explained, render a reason why the creature 
looks with uTroxa^aboxia to another and better state; which is, because 
men arc born with an instinctive and unquenchable thirst for happi¬ 
ness, and cannot find what they desire in this frail and perishing 
condition. This explains the reason why yd.% is prefixed to ver. 20; 
il y&g orationi rationem reddenti preefigitur.” 
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(22) O/'da/usv ydg .... dy^oi rou *Zv,for we know that every creature , 
t. e the whole human race, has sighed and sorrowed together, until 
the present time . In other words, it ha3 been the lot of man, from 
the beginning down to the present time, to be subject to a frail and 
dying state which has cost much sighing and sorrow. oUa,asv means 
as much as to say, no one can have any doubt, we are well assured, 
no one will call it in question . Of course it seems to take for granted, 
that the thing to which it refers is well and familiarly known to all. 
But suppose, now, that the natural world is here represented as 
sighing and sorrowing, from the beginning of the world down to the 
time then present, and this because it waited for its renovation, which 
will take place only at the end of the world, or after the general 
resurrection ; was this a thing so familiar to all, that the apostle 
could appeal to it by saying olda^v? I cannot but think that the 
advocates themselves of this interpretation must hesitate here. Tug 
is prefixed, in the present case, to a clause which confirms what the 
writer has said, in verse 21, of our frail and dying state. The mind 
must supply the immediate antecedent thus : ‘ I say bondage of a 
perishing state , for (yd§) the whole creation exhibits abundant evi¬ 
dence of this.’ 

The verbs auarsvdfyt and GwojSivei denote the mutual and universal 
sighing and sorrowing of mankind. No one part is exempt; there is 
a mutual correspondence between them all, in regard to the subject 
in question. Those who construe xrictg of the natural world, of 
course lay an emphasis on the d* here compounded with the verbs, 
as indicating the correspondence of the natural world with the 
rational one. But the difficulty with this interpretation is, that it 
leaves a great part of rational beings wholly out of the account; a 
thing exceedingly incredible, to say the least. The verbs ffrevdfyi 
and w<Vv« are appropriate, especially the latter, to the sighs and pains 
of a travailing woman. The language is therefore exceedingly ap¬ 
propriate to the apostle’s purpose, inasmuch as it not only indicates 
a great degree of sorrow and distress, but that this is indicative of a 
new birth, i. e a new state of things, or (in other words) that a 
change for the better is to be looked for. The prep, ovv, here joined 
with these two verbs, serves to indicate a mutual participation on all 
Bides in the sorrows mentioned. 

(23) Yet not only so, but we ourselves who have the first fruits of 
the Spirit, even ice groan within ourselves ; i. e., not only have man¬ 
kind in all ages, down to the present hour, been in a frail and suffer- 
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ing state, but even we, who are permitted to cherish the hopes of a 
better world which the gospel inspires, we who have within us an 
earnest of future glory and a pledge that we are the children of God, 
who are to receive the inheritance of his beloved,—even we, who, as 
one might naturally suppose, Would on account of our privileges be 
exempted from the common lot of sinful men, wealso, like all others, 
arc in distress and sigh for deliverance from it. 

The phrase xa) avrol rfy drtaoyfv tov emu/xaros iyovreg, has been very 
diversely understood. Some interpret it of special and supernatural 
gifts, limiting it to the apostles only ; while others explain it in the 
like way, but extend it to all Christians who were endowed with such 
gifts. Others regard aTragyfi as meaning gift or present merely, in a 
general way ; while most interpret it as meaning the earnest , or first 
fruits , or pledge, of that which is afterward to be given in a more 
complete manner. 

It becomes necessary, therefore, to investigate the word j 

with special care. I can find but one meaning of it throughout the 
New Testament; and this is, that which is first of its kind, or that 
which is first in order of time , 'Tfwroj. It is applied both to persons 
and things, in a sense compounded of both of these, viz., first in 
respect to kind and time-alto; e ♦ g., Rom. xvi. 5. 1 Cor. xvi. 15. James 
i. 18. 1 Cor. xv. 20, 23. Rev. xiv. 4. Bretschncidcr suggests, in his 
lexicon, that in this last passage it may have the general sense of 
sacrifice or offering, inasmuch as the Scptuagint puts it for the He¬ 
brew HDnri which conveys such a meaning. This is possible; but 
on the whole I prefer the other sense. I take the meaning of the 
writer in Rev. xiv. 4 to be, that the persons there named may be 
considered in a light resembling that of the in ancient times, 

as the first-fruits of a glorious Christian harvest. 

I understand una^yf to have the same sense as the Hebrew 
for which it so often stands ; caput , princeps , first in its kind, first 
in point of time , &c. Comp. IWKjl in Gen. xlix. 3. Prov. viii. 22. 
Lev. ii. 12. xxiii. 10. Dcut. xviii. 4. xxvi. 10. xxxiii. 21. Num. xxiv. 
20. Amos vi. G. In the passage before us, all the Greek fathers ap¬ 
pear to have attached one and the same meaning to uxaoyfi, viz., that 
of first fruits, in the sense of earnest, pledge , foretaste, of joys to 
come. So Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Basil. The 
apostle represents Christians as the habitation of God by bis Spirit, 
Eph. ii. 22, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 16. vi. 19 ; the Spirit of God dwells in 
them, 1 John iii. 24. iv. 13; and this Spirit, thus conferred on them, is 



ROMANS VIII. 23. 


375 


the alga 0wv, the pledge of future glory, 2 Cor. v. 5. Eph. i 14. What 
hinders, then, that we should understand ancioyfi as meaning fore¬ 
taste or first fruits of future glory which the Spirit who dwells in 
Christians imparts? The usus loquendi of the word docs not seem 
to admit of any other exegesis. Nor do we need any other; as this 
is congruous with the nature and design of the passage. 

With Kcil, then, in his admirable explanation of this passage 
(Opusc. p. 294 seq.), I would interpret it in the manner exhibited 
above. And if this be correct, then it follows that the here 

spoken of is common to all true Christians ; and that the interpreta¬ 
tion which limits this verse to the apostles, or to a few of the primi¬ 
tive Christians endowed with miraculous gifts, has no stable foun¬ 
dation. 

That Christians were subject to sorrows, needs not to be proved. 
That they were exposed to more than ordinary ones, may be seen in 
2 Cor, v. 2, 3. 1 Cor. xv. 19. That they longed and sighed for de¬ 
liverance, followed from their very nature. That even the earnest 
of future glory did not exempt them from sufferings, is certain. But 
there is a peculiar energy and delicacy in the expression which 
marks the consequences of their sufferings ; we groan within onr- 
selvesy L e. y internally, not externally. We suppress the rising sigh ; 
we bow with submission to the will of God which afflicts us; we re¬ 
ceive his chastisement as children; our frail nature feels it, and we 
sigh or groan inwardly; but no mourning word escapes us; we 
suppress the outward demonstrations of pain, lest we should even seem 
to complain. 

Is this imaginary on'my part 7 Or did the writer mean to convey 
what I have attributed to him? So much at least we can say, viz., 
that such a sentiment was worthy of Paul, and of all Christians who 
suffered with him. It is worthy of being carried into practice at the 
present hour; it commends itself to the conscience of every one 
who thoroughly believes in the holy, just, and benevolent providence 
of God. 

T/ofh<r/av aKsxdeyofMsvot, waiting for [our] adoption or filiation . There 
is a twofold filiation spoken of in the New Testament. The first is 
that which takes place when believers are born again, John i. 12 ? 
13. iii. 3—5. Horn. viii. 14, 15 represents believers as possessing 
‘Tveo/ia viodeff/af ; see also 1 John iii. 1, 2. But there is another and 
higher sense in which believers are to become the children of God, 
viz., they are to be so, when they shall be perfected in the world of 
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glory, when they become “ the children of the resurrection,” when 
they are made “ like to the angels,” Luke xx. 36. Their first adop¬ 
tion or filiation is secret, in regard to the world; their second is the 
airoxdXu^is rwv v/Zv rov Qtov, when, “he who seeth in secret, shall re¬ 
ward them openly.” It is probably because tbe word vhOeaiav here 
used is in itself dubious, that the apostle adds an explanatory or 
epexcgetical clause, which he places in apposition with it, viz., 
avoX-j Tpuffiv rou <ru>/j,arog 97/xiv, the redemption of our body , i.e., its redemp¬ 
tion from a state of frailty, disease, and death. It is, at the resur¬ 
rection, to be like to Christ’s glorious body, Phil. iii. 21 ; it is to be 
a (fujuu‘rvevfiarixcv, 1 Cor. xv. 44; this mortal is to put on immortality* 
this ffu/xa ipflagrov is to become a gZj'lcl afyOaorov, 1 Cor. xv. 53, 54. 
Such is the u'roXvTguaig of this frail and dying body, which believers 
now inhabit. Comp. affo>.urewtf/j in Luke xxi. 28. Eph. i. 14. iv. 30. 
Ileb. xi. 35. 

The reader will note, as I have had occasion already to intimate, 
that the expression roZ cu/mcctos here is equivalent to the 

a KoxdXu^iv tcov u/wv roZ QeoZ in ver. 12, and to the iXwOegiav ruiv rezvujv roZ 
Qsgj in ver. 21. It therefore serves to show what those expressions 
mean, in the connection in which they stand. 

Christians, then, in their present state, must long and wait for 
their second and final adoption or filiation. They must wait with 
confidence; yea, with assurance: “for he who coineth will come, 
and will not tarry.” But let them not regard the present world as 
their home. It is not the Canaan in which they are to rest. They 
must “seek a city which hath foundations, whose builder and maker 
is God.” Then the agitated breast, the heaving sigh, the groaning 
within, will no more annoy or distress them. Let not the child of 
God complain, then, that his final reward is not anticipated and dis¬ 
tributed to him here in the present world, while he is in a state of 
trial. He must wait until lie comes to the goal, before he can wear 
the crown of him who has been victor in the race. He must defer 
his expected laurels until his combat is over. Then he shall receive 
a crown of glory that fadeth not away. 

(24) That the Christian cannot expect a full reward here, the 
apostle goes on most explicitly to declare. Tff ydo iX^r/5/ 
u m e are saved in hope, i. e., we have obtained salvation, but a part of it 
is only in hope; we have attained a condition in which we indulge the 
hope of a glory that is yet future. This is all which can be rationally 
expected or accomplished in the present life. He had said in the 
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preceding verse, that Christians are in the attitude of waiting for 
their filiation. Verse 24 is designed to confirm this; hence the 
at the beginning of it. The reader should observe, that the Aor. 
fatoOrtfLtv is qualified in its sense by rjj eXmdi. We are saved or have 
attained to a state of salvation , says the apostle, yet it is not fully 
and completely so, but is so rjf eXcr i&i, i. e. 9 it is a salvation of which 
hope is at present a leading constituent. 

6s ... . iXflv'tf, now hope which is seen t is no longer hope ; 
i. e. } the object of hope (eXcrfc in the first instance here means this) 
is no longer such, when one attains the actual possession of it. A I 
orationi contiiiuandce inservit , i. e ., it stands before a clause which is 
designed to continue and illustrate the subject already introduced. 

"o .... fXfl7£e/; for what one sees , how does he still hope for 
it ? That is, what a man has actually attained or come to the enjoy¬ 
ment of, how can he be said to look forward to it with hope or anti¬ 
cipation ? l'dg rationem rei dictce reddit , i. e. y it stands in a clause 
designed to explain or confirm the preceding assertion; for such is 
the nature of the present clause. 

(25) E# . . . . a'rtxdeX'OjLLeda, but if tve hope for that which ice do 
not enjoy , then we patiently wait for it . That is, if it be true, as all 
will concede, that in the present life we attain not to our final reward, 
but can be called the heirs of salvation only because we have obtained 
a well-grounded hope of it; if it be so that we cannot rationally ex¬ 
pect an exemption from trials and troubles here, but must take our 
part in them with all around us; if it be true, also, that a great and 
glorious reward is reserved in heaven for all who endure patiently 
until the end of their probation (and that this is true, the very 
nature that God has given to men, which is here so imperfectly de¬ 
veloped, and which therefore points to a state of greater perfection, 
satisfactorily shows); then it becomes Christians to endure with all 
patience and meekness the trials and sufferings of the present life. 
Time is short; eternity is long. Our sufferings are slight and mo¬ 
mentary, when viewed in a comparative light. Who can place them 
beside that glory, u which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, and of 
which it hath not entered into the heart of man to conceive,” and 
which is to endure as long as the God who bestows it, and yet make 
any serious account of them? Christian brethren , says the apostle, 
let ns patiently wait the appointed time of our deliverance. 

The did before brro/Mvrig is did conditionis y i. e. } it stands before a 
noun marking the state or condition of those of whom it is said, 
avixdt^p/ntOa. 
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Ih this our weak and suffering condition, we are greatly aided by the Spirit who dwells in 
U 9 ; so that even when we are so much perplexed and distressed that we know not what to ask 
for or what to 9ay in our prayers, our internal sighs which are not uttered by words, and which 
arise from his influence on our souls, are noticed and understood by the Searcher of hearts, whose 
ears will be open to them. Such is the course of thought in these verses; the natural inference 
from it is: * Christians, be not discouraged, even in your deepest distresses. He who sees in secret, 
counts every groan, hears every sigh, and will be a very present help in time of need.* 


(26) Such is the general sentiment of the passage. Particular 
words, however, present some difficulties, 'ficavrug, in like manner , 
in the very same way. But in what way? Like to what? A diffi¬ 
cult question. Some critics (Grotius, Koppe, Flatt, and others) 
render cnaavrug by proeterea y iibei'diess , i. e., moreover , besides. This 
would do well, if philology would allow it. It seems, however, to be 
rather making a new meaning for the word, than explaining the usual 
one. The true answer to the question, 6 Like to what?’ seems to be 
this ; ( In like maimer as hope supports, strengthens, cheers us, and 
renders us patient, so do the influences of the Spirit aid us, in all our 
distresses;’ i . e. y as hope aids us amidst all our sufferings and sorrows, 
so does the Spirit likewise. 'fUaurwc os xa/, and in like manner also y 
or and in like manner moreover . 

To the Spirit. But what spirit? Our own mind? A filial 

spirit? Or the Spirit of God? Each of these methods of exegesis 
has been defended. I was formerly inclined to regard the second 
meaning as the most probable; principally on account of the 27th 
Terse. It is natural to ask: Does not the phrase 6 igswuv rag xagbiag, 
designate him who knows the secrets of the human breast? And as 
this same Searcher of hearts is 3aid to know roZ rm^uarog, i. e. } 

the mind or will of the spirit , does not this mean the same thing as 
rag xaoblag, and therefore designate the human mind? One may also 
ask: Where in all the Scriptures i9 the Spirit of God represented as 
making intercession {hrvyxavei) for the saints? These difficulties 
have led many to construe vnZfLa throughout the passage as meaning 
rntZpa vtoOisfag, comp, verse 15. But at present I doubt of this exe¬ 
gesis ; the reasons for this doubt will be specified in the sequel. 

Let the reader now, in the first place, compare cr vtZ t aa in verses 2, 
4. 5, 6, 9, 11, 13, 14, 23, where it clearly and certainly means the 
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Spirit of God or of Christ: he will then feel the probability, that 
the writer here uses khZ/mo, in the like sense. That Spirit which 
sanctifies Christians, which subdues their fleshly appetites, which 
gives them a filial temper, which bestows a foretaste of future glory, 
— this same Spirit aids Christians in all their sufferings and sorrows*; 
and consequently they ought to endure them with patience. It 
cannot be denied, that intensity of meaning is given to the whole 
passage by this exegesis. 

ZuvavnXcL'UjSdvircu, helps; but in the Greek auv augments the signi¬ 
fication, so that one might translate, greatly assists , affords much 
help . The ouv in composition not only denotes con y with , together 
tvith , &c., but also marks the completeness or entirety of an action ; 
e. g. y au/AirXrigow, to Jill entirely full ; ouvdyv\jfu y to dash in pieces • 
cru/xcraretu, to crush by treading upon; ffuvrepvui, to cut in pieces , &c.— 
’AaOtvsiais rj/iujv t our infirmities , seems to mean our frail, infirm, 
afflicted, troubled state ; and this accords entirely with the context. 
A., 13., C., D., many Codd. minusc., with many versions and fathers, 
read rjj dcfcniy y in the Dat. singular. Indeed the weight of autho¬ 
rity seems to be in favour of this reading. 

Ti yug x. r. X. yug illustrantis again ; for the sequel shows what 
our condition is, and how the Spirit aids us. TA ydg . . . oux o73a/xey, 
for we know not that which we should pray for as we ought; i. e. y in 
our perplexities, weaknesses, ignorance, and distresses, we are often 
at a loss w r hat would be best for us, or most agreeable to the wall of 
God respecting us. KaCb fo/'the apostle means, that the object for 
which we should pray xadb be?, i. e. y in accordance with duty, xara ri 
5>eX?j/xa tou 0eou (comp. 1 John v. 14), or in a becoming manner, is 
frequently unknown to us. Ka0A bs? belongs to or qualifies *xfo 
/xstfa. 

In this state, the same Spirit , a urb ro riveD/xa, the same w r ho sanc¬ 
tifies us, dwells in us, and helps our infirmities—this same Spirit 
earnestly intercedes for us y v'7n%tvr\jyyfim iwreg tj/xwv; where in com¬ 
position with the verb augments the force of it, w r hich I have 
endeavoured to express. 

Prayer or supplication, however, made by the Spirit, i. e., by the 
Spirit, of God as such and by himself, is not here intended. So the 
sequel clearly shows; viz., the Spirit makes intercession for us gte. 
mypoTt d\a\r}roig, in sighs or groans which are unutterable y i, e. y the 
full meaning of wdiich cannot be spoken in words. Or d\a\Sjro/e may 
mean, that which is not uttered y that which is internal, i. e. y sup- 
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pressed sighs ; for verbals in -rag may have cither a passive meaning, 
as in this case, or they may designate what may or can be done y as 
in the other meaning; New Test. Gramm. § 82. Note 1. Either 
sense is good; and either gives an intense meaning. In this way 
then the Spirit intercedes for the saints, viz., by exciting within 
them such longing and high desires for conformity to God, for de¬ 
liverance from evil, and for the enjoyment of future blessedness, 
that these desires become unutterable, i. e. y no language can ade¬ 
quately express them. What is thus done in the souls of believers 
through the influence of the Spirit, is here attributed to him; i. e., 
he is said to do what they do under his special influence. In accord¬ 
ance with the idiom of the sacred writers, that is often attributed to 
God, which human agents perform under his oversight, government, 
or aid. 

In accordance with such a sentiment, Fenelon, in his Essay en¬ 
titled, Que F Esprit de Dien enseigne en dedans [That the Spirit 
of God teaches internally], says in a very striking manner : “ The 
Spirit of God is the soul of our soul.” So Augustine, with equal 
correctness and concinnity : “Non Spiritus Sanctus in semetipso 
apud semetipsum in ilia Trinitate gemit; sed in nobis gemit , quia 
gemere nos fac’d (Tract. VI. in Johan. § 2); that is, the Divine 
Spirit does not groan or intercede in and by himself, as God and 
belonging to the Trinity; but he intercedes by his influence upon 
us, and by leading us to aspirations which language cannot express;’ 
a sentiment equally true and striking. 

(27) ' O be sgwvuv rag xagbiag, a common appellation of God who is 
omniscient; comp. vii. 9 (10). Jer. xi. 20. Acts i. 14— O.te rb 
(pgovrifMa rou n^u/xaros, knoweth the desire of the Spirit or the mind of 
the Spirit , u e. y what is sought after, willed, or desired, when these 
sr every {Lot a XdXqroi excited by him arise. In other words : “ The 
Searcher of hearts does not need that desires should be clothed or 
expressed in language, in order perfectly to understand them and to 
listen to them.” It is not the mind of the Spirit of God, in himself 
considered and as belonging to the Godhead, that the Searcher of 
hearts is here represented as knowing. It is the mind or desire cf 
the Spirit as disclosed ev crevayyoTg a\cLkr t 7cig rwv ayiojv, that the writer 
means to designate. In this way, there is no difficulty in applying 
'rvevpa to the Spirit of God. The sense is, that God knows the 
mind or desire of the saints, which is prompted or excited by his 

Spirit. 
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Or/ xaroL .... « yim, because , or that he intercedes for saints 
agreeably to the will of God. "Or; may be translated because , so far 
as the word itself is concerned. But the sense is better if we con¬ 
strue the clause or/ x. r. X. as explicative of the preceding assertion. 
Paul frequently adds explicative clauses which begin with on; e. g. 9 
1 Cor. iii. 20 al. Meaning : * God knows what the unutterable sighs 
mean which the Spirit excites inthebosoms of his saints; he knows, 
that aided by his Spirit they make intercession xara Qzov, i. e., xa^4 
hu t — To construe xara ©eov, to God 9 as if it were <7rfog ®tov, here, the 
usus loguendi of the language forbids, for evru/^dbe; xara .... means 
to accuse ; in which case, also, xard must be followed by the Geni¬ 
tive. Kara ©eov, then, must mean secundum Deurn , t. e xara r4 
3sXjj,aa too ©eoD, comp. 1 John v. 14. So the Syriac version, Chry¬ 
sostom, Tholuck, Flatt, and others. Comp, for this sense of xara, 
Rom. viii. 4. 2 Cor. xi. 17. Rom. ii. 2. Luke ii. 22, 24, 27, 29, 

et al. s;epc.—The word aytuv is here without the article; and being 
employed as a noun wc might naturally expect the article. But 
where particular emphasis or specification is not intended, the article 
may be omitted ; N. Test. Gramm. § 90. 4. Note 1. 

In the mode of exegesis adopted above, all difficulties seem to be 
removed, and one is enabled to maintain a uniform and consistent 
meaning of nvtupa throughout the whole chapter. 

The Christian who reads this passage with a spirit that responds 
to the sentiment which it discloses, < annot avoid lifting up hia soul 
to God with overflowing gratitude for his mercies. Here we are 
“poor and wretched and miserable and blind and naked,” and in want 
of all things ; we are crushed before the moth ; “ we all do fade as a 
leafj and the wind taketb us away we are often in distress, in 
darkness, in perplexity, in straits from which we can see no escape, 
no issue ; even in far the greater number of cases, we know not what 
will be for our ultimate and highest good, and so “ know not what 
wr should pray for as we ought f but then, the Spirit of the living 
God is present with all the true followers of the Saviour; he excites 
desires in their souls of liberation from sin and present evil, of 
heavenly blessedness and holiness, greater than words can express. 
The soul can only vent itself in sighs, the meaning of which language 
is too feeble to express. Often we do not know enough of the con¬ 
sequences or designs of present trials and sufferings, even to venture 
on making a definite request with regard to them ; because we do 
not know whether relief from them is best or not. The humbL 
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Christian, who feels his need of chastisement, will very often be 
brought to such a state. Then what a high and precious privilege 
it is, that our “ unutterable sighs” should be heard and understood 
by Him who searches our hearts ! Who can read this without 
emotion ? Such are the blessings purchased for sinners by redeem¬ 
ing blood I Such the consolations w’hich flow from the throne of 
God, for a groaning and dying world I 


CHAP. VIII. 28—39. 


To crown the whole, the apostle now goes on to assure those to whom he is writing, that 
all things, i . e. t all the sufferings and sorrows and trials of the present life, will prove to be instru¬ 
ments, in the hand of a wise and powerful God and merciful Redeemer, of promoting the final 
and greatest happiness and glory of all true saints. The accomplishment of this end cannot faiL 
The purpose of God in respect to the saints can never be disappointed. Nothing can ever sepa¬ 
rate them from the care and kindness and affection of the Saviour, who has redeemed them. 
The infenAico to be drawn from all this, is, that Christians have no reason to despond or 
to be discouraged, while suffering the evils and trials of life. Their hopes and expectations 
should be elevated above the world, and be in accordance with the glorious inheritance that 
awaits them. 

(28) O’/dapev Se wc know moreover. As orationi continuandce in - 
servit . What follows here, is in addition to what is like in kind or 
relating to the same subject in the preceding context. 

Udvra. ovveoye? all sufferings, sorrows, trials, &c., shall co-operate , 
?. e. y mutually contribute or each contributes, for the good , for the 
f nal and highest good, of those who love God y i. e. f of the saints, of 
true Christians. So the sequel describes them. Augustine and 
some other fathers suppose sin to be here included in the cruvra. But 
plainly this was not here in the apostle’s mind. 

TS; .... ouff/v, to those who are called according to his purpose or 
design . K\r,ro7z, in the New Testament, is used twice in the sense 
of invited , hidden , viz., Matt. xx. 16. xxii. 14. In all other cases it 
means not only such as have been invited , but such as have accepted 
the invitation ; e . g. f 1 Cor. i. 2, 24. Jude ver. 1. Rom. i. 6. Rev. xvii. 
14. It seems, therefore, to be employed as the equivalent ofsxXezrog, 
and means a true Christian. Plainly this is the sense in the verse 
before us ; for the persons here designated are those who love God .— 
Kara erst3e<r/v, those who are called or chosen in conformity with the 
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purpose [of God]. This is xar ix\oyr}v t Romans ix. 11, i. e 

free, without any merit or desert on the part of the sinner, or of 
obligation (strictly speaking) on the part of God; it is the vrgo0e<n$ of 
him who worketh all things after the counsels of his own will, and 
hath before ordained that Christians should have a heavenly inheri¬ 
tance, Eph. i. 11: it is a ws other/; rw\> ol'kJjv'jjv, an eternal purpose , Eph. 
iii. 11; or it is a irgoOetf/g . . . ^ovwv aiuvluv, a purpose before the 
ancient ages , L e ., before the world began, 2 Tim. i. 9. That the 
purpose of God is here meant, and not the purpose or will of man 
(as Chrysostom, Theophylact, Cyril, Pelagius, Suidas, Hammond, 
Le Clerc, and others, have maintained), is rendered entirely clear 
by the sequel, verse 29, seq. See the Excursus on this passage. 

(29) "Or/ out flr^osyvw. The course of thought seems to be thus: 
i All things must work together for good to Christians—to such as 
are called to the privileges of a filial relation, and were chosen be¬ 
fore the world began, to be conformed to the'image of God and to 
be advanced to a state of glory. The everlasting love and purpose 
of God cannot be disappointed/ "On x. r. A. introduces the reasons, 
why it is certain that all things will work together for the good of 
true Christians. 

Ugosyvco, foreknew , or before decreed or constituted or determined , 
(viz., as xA^ro/, elect , saints , chosen , see on ver. 28), a word endlessly 
disputed. But whether theology or philology has been the predomi¬ 
nating element in the dispute, it is not difficult for an impartial 
reader to decide. The object and argument of an expositor here 
should be philological; he should seek for w 7 hat the apostle does say , 
not for what he may conjecture he ought to say. 

Tlgo (in composition) gives the additional signification of previous 
time, formerly; the action designated by the verb remaining the 
same as is signified by the simple form of the word. What then 
does y/vw<rxoj mean? It means, (1) To know in any manner generally; 
to know by the aid of any of the bodily senses, by hearing, &c., or 
by experience, trial; Lat. cognoscere, sentire, (2) To be acquainted 
with , to perceive so as fully to apprehend , to take knowledge of to 
make one's self acquainted with . (3) To recognise one as a knoum 

friend , a familiar acquaintance; Matt. vii. 23. Mark vii. 24. 1 Cor. 
viii. 3. Gal. iv. 9. 2 Tim. ii. 19. Ileb. xiii. 23. To the same pur¬ 
pose is the corresponding Hebrew employed, L e., it means to 
regard with affection, to treat with favour; e, g. y it is said of God in 
respect to the saints, Ps. i. 6. cxliv. 3, Amos. iii. 2. Nah, i. 7; of 
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men in respect to God, IIos. viii. 2. Ps. xxxvi. 11. Lx. 11. Job xviii. 
21. The first and second classes of meaning above given are so 
common, and so easily confirmed by any of the lexicons, that I have 
deemed it superfluous to adduce examples, which every one may find 
in abundance by consulting his lexicon. 

nposyvu then may mean, he before loved , he before regarded with 
affection , he before looked on with favour . In this sense many have 
here understood the word; e. g. y Origen, Erasmus, Mosheim, Baum- 
garten, E. Sell midi us, and generally the Arminians. 

On the other hand; Theophylaet, (Ecumenius, Ambrose, Augus¬ 
tine, Buccr, Balduin, Hunnius, Calovius, Hcumann, and others, 
have construed creo eyvu here as meaning he foreknew , understood in 
the literal and primary sense of the word; i. e. y say the Lutheran 
commentators in general: ( God foreknew that the y.Xr,roi would freely 
believe.’ In the same way many at the present day construe this 
text. But the question on which all turns, as to this interpretation, 
is: Docs the apostle here represent the calling, and justification, and 
glorification of the x\r,roi 9 as the result of God’s love to them, or of 
their love to him? That is, did God bring them by his Spirit into 
a state of grace because they loved him first or before they were 
brought into this state, or did he by his mercy bring them into this 
state so that they might love him? This question is finally and fully 
settled by such texts as l John iv. 10,19, John xv. 16. Born. v. 6— 
10, Jer. xxxi. 3. 2 Tim, i. 9, oy xara ru seya —aXXa xara rrzotkaiv 
xclj yfi%w 7W dodtToav .... aiwvluv. It is settled by the 

nature of the case. The Spirit of God “ breathes on the valley of 
dry bones;” he “ quickens those who are dead in trespasses and 
sins;” he “calls the dead to life;” he “creates anew in Christ 
Jesussinners are “ bom of the Spirit;” and it is in this way, and 
in this only, that they come to love God; for “ the carnal mind is 
enmity against God, and is not subject to his law, nor indeed can 
be;” and that “which is born of the flesh is flesh.” It is God who 
first loves us (1 John iv. 10, 19), before we come to love him. 
There is no setting aside declarations so plain, so full, so often 
repeated as these. 

We cannot embrace that view of ergosyw, then, which makes tho 
manifestation of God’s love to his children to depend on his foresight 
of their meritorious obedience, or their love towards him. It is un¬ 
doubtedly true, it must be so, that God foresees and perfectly knows 
all the voluntary love and obedience which his children will ever 
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exhibit; and it is equally certain, that he has before determined to 
reward these in proportion to their desert. But this cannot be the 
ground of his causing them, when they are his enemies and dead in 
trespasses and sins, to become ev^/Mo^ovg Trig thtovog rou Tiou uj-ou. It 
must for ever remain true, that we are brought “to love him because 
he first loved us.” 

It should also be observed, in regard to the exegesis now under 
examination, that it gives aground or reason of God’s foreknowledge 
in this case, which the text does not give. The text does not say 
why or how God foreknew; but merely that he did so. Of this more 
in the sequel. 

In the sense of No. 3 above, viz., that of approving , loving, regard¬ 
ing with approbation or affection , Origen, Martyr, Calvin, and many 
others take vgosyvu here. But those who embrace this sentiment 
respecting too syvu, are divided; some saying that God before loved his 
saints, because he foresaw their character and good works; others, 
that out of his mere good pleasure he set his love upon them . In the 
latter way, Calvin, Beza, the Westminster Catechism, and most of 
the Calvinistic writings take it. But our text, it should be observed, 
assigns neither the one reason nor the other; it states the simple fact, 
and no more. 

I do not see that any conclusive objections of a philological nature 
can be urged against adopting the sense of before loving or regard¬ 
ing tvith affection; because the like sense of the verbs y/vwtfxw and JHJ 
is common. It is only when the reason for doing this is forced upon 
us, as being disclosed in the text itself, that l should object to such 
an exegesis. 

With Tholuck, however, I prefer a sense of ngosyw, different from 
any yet mentioned; and this merely from the philology of the passage. 
It is well known in respect to yivdcxu, that it sometimes means volo , 
constituo 7nccum f I willy I wish, I determine with myself T resolce 
or determine or decide . So Rom. vii. 15. So Josephus : o Oecg eyvw 
ri/LufitfaeOai avrovg, God hath determined to punish them , Antiq. I. 2; 
comp, also Antiq. II. 4, 5 and III. 12, 3. So Psalt. Sal. xvii. 47 : 
ijy f'yioj o dua(Try<rat, which God hath determined to establish. In 
like manner Plutarch ; eyv« puyfTv d^ohnfiia rfa vnovotav, he determined 
to avoid suspicion by going abroad. Lye. c. 3. Polybius: eyvwoav hid 
fidyrig xfivetv rd vgay/iatra, they hare determined to decide matters by 
appeal to arms , V. 82. In Esou’s Fables, such a meaning of \yvw is 
very common. 2 c 
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That rrgo yivJjdzw may have the like sense, ia clear from 1 Pet. i. 20; 
where cgoeyvwff/AEvou ergo xara/3oX5jg xoo/iou (said of Christ) means plainly 
before decreed , before constituted or determined . In the like sense 
(as many think) it is used in Rom. xi. 2, God hath not cast away 
his people ov <rgo eyvw, whom he chose to be his or constituted his, viz., 
before the foundation of the world; comp. 1 Pet. L 20. Eph. iii. 11. 
2 Tim. i. 9. And in accordance with this 'irgcyvaa; is used; e. g ., 
Acts ii. 24, where it is the equivalent of /3ouXj5. So also in 

1 Pet. i. 2 ; and it is the same as •roodeas, in 2 Tim. i. 9. Lph. iii. 11. 

In this view of the subject, ov srgosyvu is to be regarded as a resump¬ 
tion of the idea expressed by xarcc Kgothav x?^roT; in ver. 28, i. e., those 
who by his purpose were xXtjto/, those whom trstlyvuj, i. e ., whom he 
had before resolved or determined should be his xajjto/— those ™(Lcwt 
x. r. X. That rr*6 in composition here means before the foundation of 
the world, may be seen by comparing 1 Pet. i. 20. 2 Tim. i. 9. Eph. 
iii. 11. 

The objections to this view of the subject do not seem to be 
weighty ; and they lie equally against translating w, he foreknew 

or he loved before . If God did actually foreknow who were to be 
his xXjjro/, then it was not uncertain whether they would be or not. 
If he loved them before the foundation of the world, then it must 
have been that he did foreknoic that they would be his xXjjto/, and 
this again makes the same certainty . If he determined before the 
foundation of the world that they should be his xXj; rot, then again 
the same certainty existed, and no more. Nay even if we could abs¬ 
tract God and bis purposes from the whole, and suppose the order 
of the universe to move on without him in its constituted way, the 
same certainty would still have existed. I do not see, therefore, in 
what way we can avoid the conclusion, that certainty must exist, by 
the divine purpose and counsel, in regard to the xXjjro/—a certainty 
not merely that they will be saved, provided they believe and 
obey and persevere in so doing, but a certainty that the xara -tsgp sen 
xXr.roi will he brought to believe and obey and persevere, and will 
therefore obtain salvation; for such is the manifest tenor of the 
whole passage. 

Still, all those of any party In theology who draw from 'rsosyvv the 
conclusion that God fore-ordained or chose or lovea, out of his mere 
good pleasure y on the one hand: or from his foresight of faith and 
good works on the other; deduce from the text what is not in it, for 
it says neither the one nor the other. It avers merely that the xara 
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Tgofcff/v xXyjTdt were fore-known , or fore-loved , or fore-determined . 
Construe this in whatever way you will, if there be any objection 
against the one, there is the same against the other, unless you 
remove it by adding a condition which the apostle has not added. 
It lies on the face of the whole paragraph, that certainty of future 
glory to all the xX>j to/ 0eoD, is what the writer means to affirm; and 
to affirm it by showing that it is a-part of the everlasting purposes of 
Cod ,. 

K at ergoutpae, he also fore-ordained, predestinated , decreed before , 
viz., before the foundation of the world. So, clearly, the word is used 
in Acts iv. 28. 1 Cor. ii. 7, expressly wh cJwvcov. I take the cr^o in 

composition with the several verbs here, to have the same meaning 
as in cr ruv aiwwv. It does not mean simply that God determined 
or decreed this or that before men individually came into existence, 
but before the world began . Eph. i. 5, 11. Brctschneider (Lex.) 
says, that the decree here has respect merely to the external privi¬ 
leges of the gospel, and not to eternal salvation; which is directly 
contradicted by 1 Cor. ii. 7 —tig r}<j,uv ; by Eph. i. 5 —tig n'toOzclu* 

bid ’lrjffou Xg/ffrou . . . iv <I> Tr t v d'ToXurwffiv . . . and verse 11, \v 
$ s x X r) g u> <) i) ft e v t v^oogurdting xard rrfiOeaiv x. r. X. In like manner, 
the whole tenor of the passage before us clearly contradicts this; for 
here the subject is final and future glory , not merely present oppor 
tunities and external advantages for acquiring Christian knowledge. 
The only remaining passage where the word is used (Acts iv. 28), 
employs it in an entirely different connection, but with the plain 
sense of before decreed , The sense of the whole is: c Those who are 
xXrjiol according to the purpose of God, those whom he determined 
from everlasting to save, he did at the same time predestinate to le 
conformed to the image , &c.’ 

2u//,/ti6g<pov$ is here used as a noun, having the Gen. after it; if em¬ 
ployed as an adjective, it would require the Dative; aupfiogpovg ... avrou, 
to be of the like form with the image of his own Son , i. e., to be like 
him, to resemble him in a moral respect. God has not then (as is often 
objected to the doctrine of predestination) decreed that men should 
be saved whether they be sinful or holy, i. e., without any regard to 
the character which they may have ; but he has determined that all 
who arc conducted to glory, nrnst resemble in a moral respect him 
who leads them to glory, i. e., the great Captain of their salvation. 
To construe ffuft/togpovg as Erasmus and many other commentators have 
done, viz., as the subjective Aec., u e. } as designating only those whom 
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God fore-ordaincd and the character which they possessed, instead of 
designating by av/j,/Moe<povg the predicate Ace., i. e., the character ivhich 
God designed they should sustain , is an evident violation of the laws 
of language here ; for the inquiry of course arises, To what did lie 
tbre-ordain the av,u/j,6g<povg ? To which no answer is then given. AYc 
must therefore make the predicate Accusative here, and understand 
the phrase as meaning <ru/x/A6£<pouj ihdi. 

E ig to elvai . . . that he [the Son] should he the first-born 

among many brethren ; i. e., that the Saviour should, in his office as 
Lord of all and Head over all things for his church, still sustain a 
fraternal relation to those whose leader he is, they being made to 
resemble him by being made partakers of the like qualities or affec¬ 
tions; comp. Heb. ii. 11—18. The point of likeness, however, is 
not here stated; for the apostle does not say, whether believers arc 
to resemble the Saviour in their moral qualities, their sufferings, or 
their glorification. But nothing forbids our extending the idea to all 
these particulars; and the context invites us to do so. For the sense 
of ‘Tpuroroxo;, comp. Ps. lxxxix. 27, (28). Ex. iv. 22. Heb. i. G, Col. 
i 1 5. 

(30) Oj; 5s KgoutPite, and whom he fore-ordaincd or predestinated, 
viz., to be conformed to the image of his Son. In other words, 
whom he before determined to regenerate and sanctify, to purity 
from sin, and to make holy in some measure as the Saviour is holy. 

Tovroug xul exuXwe, the same did he also call. Is this the so named 
effectual calling; or docs it mean nothing more than the external 
invitation of the gospel, the moral suasion of it addressed to the 
heart and understanding of sinners? That the external call is some¬ 
times designated by the word xaXsu, is clear from such passages as 
Matt. ix. 13. Mark ii. 17. Luke v. 32. But the word xaXsu is usually 
applied to effectual calling , i.e., such a calling as ensures acceptance. 
In such a way xXr^<n; and xXr t r6c are, beyond all doubt, commonly ap¬ 
plied to effectual calling or election . So here ixdXsee manifestly 
means such a calling as proceeds from the cr£oVs<r/c, from the fore¬ 
knowledge and from the predetermination of God in respect to the 
objects of it, and which is followed by justification or pardon of sin 
and final glory. If this be not effectual calling , what is? Such a 
call as proceeds from the everlasting purpose and love of God, and 
ends in heavenly glory, is something more than mere external mo¬ 
tive or suasory argument simply addressed to the mind. 

Tourovc xal eltxc/.lwvsv, the same he also justified , i . £., pardoned. 
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acquitted, absolved from the penalty of the divine law, accepted and 
treated as righteous.— Oil; <5e . . . . edo^aae, and those whom he justi¬ 
fied, the same he also glorified; the work, begun in accordance with 
his everlasting love and purpose, he carries through and consum¬ 
mates by bestowing endless glory in heaven upon the xara flrgoSg<w> 
xAjjro/. 

How then can the mere external invitations and privileges of the 
gospel be here meant? Is it indeed true, that all to whom these are 
extended are xXjjro/ in the higher sense here meant ? Whether it be 
true that all who hear the gospel will be saved, may be determined 
from such texts as John xv. 22—24. ix. 41. iii. 19. Heb. ii. 1—3. 
iii. 18, 19. vi. 4—6. x. 26—30. Mark xvi. 16. It may with equal 
certainty be determined from verses 1—11 of the present chapter, 
where the distinction between aagr.txoi and imu/jt-ar/xo/ is broad and 
clear. If now all who enjoy the external privileges of the gospel, are 
not xXijro/ or xex>.?j/xevo/ in the sense of the present passage, then must 
it be true, that such only as are conformed to the image of Christ 
will be saved. And that all who enjoy the external privileges of the 
gospel are conformed to the image of Christ, will not, I trust, be as¬ 
serted by any considerate person. See Excursus on this passage. 

It should be noted also, that Paul uses the Aorist here in all cases: 
as well in respect to future glorification as in regard to pre¬ 

destination and justification. This is altogether in the manner of 
the Hebrew prophets, who usually speak of future events that are 
certain, as events which have already past. The obvious solution of 
this is, that in the knowledge and purpose of God, things future are 
like those which are past as to the certainty that they will take place. 
The use of the Aorist indicates the certainty of the writer’s mind in 
regard to such things. 

(31) t; .... raZra; what shall we say in respect to these things ? 
i. e ., what shall vve say, now, in reference to the facts and principles 
which I have just mentioned, viz., the purposes of God in respect to 
the xX»j rot, and the manner in which he deals with them? The sequel 
answers this question; the sum of which is, that, * such being the 
purposes of God, none of the sorrows or troubles of life, yea none of 
the spiritual enemies and opposers of the children of God, will be 
able to disappoint or frustrate their hopes. , 

Ei o . . . yaw; If God be on our side, i. e ., espouse our cause, 
who can contend with success against him ? 

(32) “Oj ye x. r. X. p even he who spared not his own son. Ye <pd- 
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dem , German eben ; “ y\ . . . . vim verbi auget, i. e intensiva est.”— 
’l5/ou, his own , /t/s genuine , in opposition to or in distinction from u/Vj 
an adopted son, for such believers are; e./7., Abralmm prepared 
:o offer up /tzs oifm son as a sacrifice, instead of selecting a suppositi¬ 
tious or adopted heir. Yet by own we are not here to understand 
a son more humano , but a Son /zwoygvjjg in a sense stated by Luke i. 
35; Son being evidently used here not for the divine Logos as such, 
but for the Messiah clothed with our nature; as the sequel plainly 
shows. 

OS* g ps/ffaro, he spared not , L e ., he did not withhold; a XiTorqc, i. e 
a negative form of expression which has an affirmative meaning, 
equivalent to tyapearo, he gave. So the sequel ; u\\* .... avrov, 
hut gave him up for us all , L e., gave him up to suffering and death, 
devoted him to be a sacrifice for our sine; comp. John iii. 16. Luke 
xxii. 19. Gal. i. 4. The word is stronger than e'Swxs, 

which is used in these cited passages. It means delivered over , viz., 
to death, Udvruv is plainly the same here as fi/ueTc, i . e., all Chris¬ 
tians. 

Hug ohyj .... ygptferat, how [can it be] that with him he will not 
also bestow all things upon us? That is : ‘ How can we possibly 
suppose, that, after having bestowed the greatest of all gifts upon us, 
viz., his own Son, he will refuse to bestow those gifts which are 
smaller and less costly?’ 

Tholuck says here, that “the apostle has assured Christians [in 
the paragraph before us], that nothing shall hurt them unless they 
injure themselves.” And again: “If the Calvinistic idea [of per¬ 
severance] had been intended to be conveyed [by the apostle], he 
must also have said, that neither apostasy nor sin would, under any 
circumstances, have rendered their calling uncertain or disappointed 
it.” That this may be rendered uncertain, he thinks is shown by 
2 Pet. i. 10. 

But if exhortations, commands, and threatenings of a most awful 
nature, addressed to Christians, arc to be considered as implying an 
uncertainty whether the work which God has begun in Christians 
will be completed; then the Bible is indeed full of proof that they 
may fall away and finally perish ; for it is filled with passages of such 
a nature. Above all does the epistle to the Hebrews abound in them. 
But while it is impossible to deny this, or even to deny that if 
Christians were left to themselves they would fall away every day 
and hour of their lives, one may still, without any just cause of reproach, 
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be permitted to believe with the apostle, that u whom God calls , he 
justifies and glorifies he may believe, with the same apostle, that 
“if Christ died for us while we were yet sinners, while we were 
a<rOeve?s xal a <ft/3s?s, MUCH MORE, being justified [/. e ., obtaining pardon 
through his blood], shall wo be saved from wrath,” Rom. v. G—10. 
How can we then put a construction so frigid on this most animated 
and energetic passage which is now before us? 1 The purposes of 
God,’ sA} r s the apostle, e will not be disappointed in bringing his elect 
to glory.’ Why? ‘Because, since God hath given us his own Son—- 
the greatest possible gift—to redeem them from sin, therefore their 
redemption remaineth not uncertain, but will be accomplished.* This 
reasoning we can see and feel. But how is it with the exegesis of 
Tholuck ? i God will save you from the power of external causes of 
disappointment, if you only take care yourselves of the internal ones/ 
Indeed 1 But I have great difficulty in finding the consolation or 
assurance which I need, in such a declaration as this. It is offering 
me only a single drop of water, when I am ready to faint with thirst 
and need a copious draught. Ten thousand thousand enemies with¬ 
out arc not half so strong as the one within; and if God’s gift of his 
own Son has not secured sanctifying and restraining grace for his 
children, which shall enable them to ( crucify the old man with his 
lusts and to put on the new man,’ then is the work not only incom¬ 
plete, but it will most certainly fail of being finally accomplished. 
The world and the devil would have little influence over us, indeed, 
were our hearts altogether right toward God ; and certain it is, that 
all other combats are mere skirmishes, compared with the warfare 
that is going on within us by reason of our internal enemy, i . e., a cor¬ 
rupt heart. But did not Christ die to redeem us from the dangers of 
this most powerful of all enemies, as well as from other dangers? If 
not, then we may abandon all hopes which the gospel inspires, and 
give ourselves up, after all, for lost. But no, NO I This exegesis does 
not meet the object which the apostle has in view. It is and must 
be true, that “ if when we were enemies we were reconciled to God 
by the death of his Son, much more, being reconciled, ice shall be 
saved by his life” Rom. v. 10. 

But all this purpose (which belongs only to the counsels and mercy 
of God) does not hinder Paul, nor any other sacred writer, from 
reproving, warning, and threatening Christians, just as if they were 
liable, every day and hour of their lives, to fall away and to lose the 
glorious reward of the saints. In themselves considered they are 
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liable to tills ; and God employs the very means in question in order 
to preserve them against apostasy. Thus, while we admit that the 
promises of Christ will not fail, nor the efficacy of atoning blood be 
frustrated; while we believe that “ where God has begun a good 
work, he will carry it into execution (smreXlati) until the day of Jesus 
Christ” (Phil. i. 6) ; we admit in the fullest manner the importance 
and duty of warning, reproving, exhorting, and threatening Chris¬ 
tians, just as we should do were there no direct assurances that 
u whom God calls he justifies, and whom he justifies he glorifies.” 
AVe admit all this, because the sacred writers evidently admit it, and 
write constantly in a manner that accords with this admission. 

(33) Tig .... 0ioD; Who shall bring an accusation against the 
elect of God? That is: i Who shall prefer an accusation against 
them, of crimes that would occasion their condemnation, when they 
come before the tribunal of God?’ ’EzXexrw*, lleb. 

chosen , dear , beloved , precious ; comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9; Luke xxiii. 35. 
1 Pet. i. 1. Matt. xxiv. 22. 31. Mark xiii. 20. Luke xviii. 7. Col. iii. 
12. Tit. i. 1. Lev. xvii. 14 ; also Matt. xx. 16. xxii. 14 (where h.Xsxroi 
is used in distinction from xXtjto/). That sxXexruiv, however, here 
means something more than merely dyarrr-oi, may be seen from com¬ 
paring ver. 28 above—xara $rg 6 0 1 a i v . . . xXriroi and 1 Pet. i. 1, 2, 

ex?.exro?g . . . xecra cr goyvuffjv 0£dO Uar eog. 

0ecpj o bix auiv, it is God who justi/ieth. So I prefer to render and 
to point it, viz., by making this phrase answer to the preceding 
question. So Luther, Tholuck, our English version, and most com¬ 
mentators. On the other hand, Augustine, Erasmus, Locke, Schott- 
gen, Griesbach, Knapp, Keiche, and others, put an interrogation 
point after d/xaiijv, and likewise after all the succeeding clauses; with 
diminished emphasis, as it seems to me, and certainly with no great 
probability; for how can w r c well suppose that seventeen successive 
questions are here put, without any answ r er or intervening matter! 
as Dr. Knapp’s and Griesbach’s pointing represents them to be. 0,4; 
o dixGciZiv means, it is God who acquits , pardons , forgives the sins rSiv 
ixXexr&)v. Now as God is the supreme and final judge, how can any 
accusation against them occasion their condemnation ? 

(34) Tig 6 xara xgmuv; Who shall condemn or be the condemnor ? 
i. e. y who shall pass sentence of condemnation? God acquits; can 
any besides him condemn? No; Christ has prevented all condem¬ 
nation by his death: Xgwrbg i arroduvuv, i. e. y his death having made 
expiation for the sine of believers, no sentence of condemnation cau 
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now be passed. I construe Xg/<rrAs o diroQoLwv as an answer to the 
preceding question; so Tholuck and Flatt. 

MaAAop <Se . . . 7)/j,u)v, yea rather , who is also risen , who moreover is 
at the right hand of God, and maketh intercession for us ; i. e Christ 
not only died to make atonement for our sins, but he is risen from 
the dead, and is exalted to the throne of Majesty in the heavens, in 
order that he may complete the glorious work which he began by 
his death. In regard to the phrase ev rou Sect, see my Comm, 
on lleb. i. 3.— ’E vruyy^dvu conveys the general sense of aiding , 
assisting , managing one's concerns for his advantage , &c.: comp. 
Ileb, vii. 25. ix. 24. 1 John ii. J. In construing the passage in 
this way, one must remove the interrogation points after the respcc- 
live clauses, and substitute a comma after the first and second, and 
a period after the third. 

(35) T ig .... Ng/tf-rou; Who shall separate us from the love of 
Christ? i. e ., from that love which he cherishes for us: for so the 
tenor of the passage plainly demands that we should construe it. 
Calvin remarks on rig here (instead of «7), that the apostle uses rig 
because he considers all creatures and trials here as so many athlete ?, 
striving against the efforts of Christians. 

©A/\]//c, 'ii arevo-fcojgia, 7) diuy/iog; i. e shall vexation from without, 
or anxiety from within, or persecution by the enemies of the Chris¬ 
tian religion, effect a separation from the love of Christ ? ©Aty/g is 
strictly applicable to any strait or pressure which comes from cir- 
curnslancesy i. e ., from external causes; (lit. narrowness of 

place) is applied more especially to anxiety of mi)id; S/wy/xos is suffi¬ 
ciently plain, as it obviously designates distresses arising from the 
rage and malice of persecutors. All three words together designate 
intensely the general idea of trouble or distress. 

Bodily sufferings and dangers next follow; for Christians, who 
live in periods of persecution, must of course be peculiarly exposed 
to these. Famine and nakedness are the natural result of being 
driven from home, and made to wander in deserts and desolate places. 
Peril and sword are necessarily connected with the bitter hostility 
of persecution. 

(30) The quotation here comes from Ps, xliv. 23 (Sept, xliii. 22), 
and is applied to the state of Christians in the apostle’s times, as it 
was originally to those whom the Psalmist describes ; in other words, 
the apostle describes the state of suffering Christians, by the terms 
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which were employed in ancient days to describe the suffering people 
of God.—■" OXjjv rr t v yjfj/sgav, EVrrtaj continually , unremittingly. 

’EXoy Mr^tv ug ‘T^ara <ypayr t g, we are counted , L e ., we are reckoned, 
regarded, dealt with, as sheep for the slaughter , or we are killed as 
slaughter-sheep , e., unremittingly and without mercy. 

(37V AXXa, t. e. y notwithstanding these severe pressures 

and trials.— ro-jroig xam t in all these , viz., all these sufferings and 
sorrows.—*T ^vixufiey, we are more than conquerors , an intensive and 
powerful form of expression, used with great appropriateness and 
significancy here.—A td .... SLg, i . e ., through Christ who loved us, 
viz., in consequence of the strength and courage which he imparts: 
comp. Phil. iv. 13. 

(38) The ydi here stands as a reason for the assertion that we 
are more than conquerors. i It must be so/ says Paul, £ for nothing 
can separate us from the love of Christ/ Gdvurog .... Zpr h death , 
here seems plainly to mean, a violent death by the hands of persecu¬ 
tors. Zwjj, on the other hand, seems to be life on condition of 
recanting a profession of the Christian religion. It was customary 
with persecutors, in order to win Christians over to heathenism, to 
terrify with threats of death in case they persevered in their pro¬ 
fession ; and also to allure with promises of life, in case they abjured 
it. To this usage the words ^umrog and here very naturally 
refer. If any one choose to give the words a more extensive mean¬ 
ing, and to regard them as equivalent to saying, that there is nothing 
in death itself or in life, which will separate, <&e., there can be no 
valid objection to this. 

O ure uyyiKot, u*yat .... ovn Swupsig, neither angels nor prin¬ 
cipalities, nor powers . The separation of ovvdfin; here from dzyjxtj 
by an intervening clause, has been a matter of difficulty among 
critics of all ages. But as this separation docs in fact exist in the 
best manuscripts, and in the Coptic, Armenian, and Syriac versions, 
we are obliged, as critics, to receive it as it stands, and to interpret 
it in the best manner we can. 

The principal difficulty has arisen from the supposition, that Bum- 
fLug must havei been intended by the writer here to designate cm 
order of angels, cither good or bad. This supposition was natural, 
because we find words of the same and the like kind, elsewhere 
ranged together to designate such classes or orders; e. g., Eph. i. 21, 
• • • d.g'xflS xaJ e^ouff/ag xa. } bwa/ieug. Col. i. 16, sJVe ^govo/, e/re y.'jp6rr}reg t 
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t ) Tl agXJXh *‘‘7* 1 Pet. iii. 22, ayy'eXwv, xal e^cutf/wv, xod duvapzu:*. 

The Seventy often render WV, (exercitus) by hlvafug. And this 
seems to give us a key to the meaning of the word, when it is 
applied to the angels. However, in the passages just cited, different 
ranks or orders of angels would seem to be designated. Is this in 
accordance with the Jewish itsus loqucndi? 

So far as we can gather, from the Old Testament and from the 
Rabbins, what this usage was, we may answer in the affirmative. 
Thus in Dan. xii. 1, Michael is called the great prince. In Isaiah 
vi. 1, seq., the Seraphim are represented, as presence-angels (so to 
speak) of Jehovah. In Matt, xviii. 10, the guardian-angels of little 
children arc also represented, by our Saviour, as the presence-angels 
of Jehovah. And with regard to the Rabbins, it is well-known that 
they made a great many different orders of angels ; e.g O'M, 

D'9-uy, D'trN, D'n^jsn \>3, jD'tP'Bhin, mtue* ; a nd also Q'Hf, 

and O'tfDSj e., xu^/c Wr t Tt^ ueygti, and Ogovoi. 

From all this it appears, that angels, and principalities, andpoivers 
correspond somewhat exactly to the Jewish orders of angels as occa¬ 
sionally reckoned ; and that, so far as the possibility of meaning is 
here concerned, there lies no difficulty in the way of applying these 
three words to angels. Nay, we may advance still farther, and say 
that in respect to d£%a/ l east ? it is quite improbable that it should 
have been intended to designate magistrates of any kind. "Ay/fAo/ 
and a%x a '‘ may very naturally be taken as designating angels and 
archangels; comp. Jude verse 9. 1 Thess. iv. 16. Dan. x. 13. xii. 1. 
If we understand here these two great divisions of angels, it will be 
in accordance with the usus loquendi of the Old Testament. The 
fact that uyyiXot and &%x°d are joined together by juxta-position, ren¬ 
ders it probable that they belong to the same category of meaning; 
for so words of this class are commonly employed. 

But allowing this, are good or evil angels here meant ? That 
evil angels were also distributed by the Jews into classes, is as clear 
ns that good angels were classified; e. g., Eph. vi. 12. 1 Cor. xv. 24. 
Col. ii. 15, where they are called xa) Jgo vaiai, and in 2 Pet. ii. 4. 
they arc also called ciyytXoi. Moreover Satan is styled o Matt, 

ix. 34. xii. 24. John xii. 31. xiv. 30. xvi. 11. Eph. ii. 2, which im¬ 
plies precedence , i. e., rank among evil angels. The passage in Eph. 
vi. 12 seems to be most direct to our purpose, where the apostle 
represents Christians as in violent contest rag a%x a $ xeef irgoera; 
fgoutf/af. So in the verse before us, I understand the apostle as aver- 
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ring, that neither angels nor archangels with whom we are contest¬ 
ing, i. e., neither the inferior evil spirits, nor Satan himself (or it 
may be, Satan and others of similar rank), shall be able, by all their 
assaults and machinations, to separate true Christians from the love 
of their Saviour. Tholuck supposes the good angels to be meant 
here ; but how can those, who are sent forth to minister to such as 
arc the heirs of salvation” (Hcb. i. 14), be well supposed to be the 
opposers and enemies of Christians ? Accordingly, with Flatt, I urn 
derstand ciyyeXoi and aoyai of evil spirits . 

Ayyct/xe/j appears not to be associated in meaning with ayyO.oi and 
a^ycti, because it is not associated with them by juxta-position ; for 
it has juxta-position in all other instances where it means angels . I 
must interpret it, therefore, as designating magistrates , civil powers, 
viz., persecuting kings and princes. That means auctoritas, 

imperium , is beyond all doubt; see Luke iv. 36. Acts iv. 7. 1 Cor. v. 
4. Rev. xiii. 2; also Rev. iv. 11. v. 12. vii. 12. xii. 10. And that the 
abstract sense may become concrete , i. e ., that bwapt; may designate 
those persons who are clothed with civil power, is clear from 1 Cor. 
xv. 24. Eph. i. 21, as also from comparing its synonyme sgovauf, in 
Rom. xiii. 1—4. 

O’jrs hsffrZjrci ojtz /xeXXot-ra, neither the present nor the future; i.e., 
neither any objects of the present time nor of the future. The 
apostie, after having mentioned particular things in the preceding 
context, here comes to the generic ideas of lime, including of course 
all occurrences that take place in it; and in the next clause he seems 
to predicate that of space or place, which he here asserts of time. 

(39) Oy re u-\oyrs /SaOoc, lit. neither height nor depth. But a 
great variety of explanations have been given to these words; e. g., 
Origen : * Evil spirits in the air and in hades.* Ambrose : ‘Xeither 
high and haughty speculation [in doctrine], nor deep sins.’ Augus¬ 
tine: ‘ Idle curiosity about things above us and below us.* Melanc- 
thon : 6 Heretical speculation of the learned, and gross superstition of 
the vulgar, &c.’ So likewise : i Honour and dishonour,’ ‘ high place 
and low place,’ i happiness and misery,’ 4 the elevation of Christians 
on the cross, and the submersion of them in the sea,’ have all had 
their advocates. The meaning happiness or misery, honour or dis¬ 
honour, is a possible one ; but the animated and glowing spirit of the 
whole passage naturally leads the mind to expect something more 
elevated than this. "X-^o^ may mean heaven; so and so oyoc 
in Luke i. 78. Eph. iv. 8 . As to (3udo{, it has been taken to mean 
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the earth , and Eph. iv. 9 is appealed to as sustaining this interpre¬ 
tation. But Ps. cxxxix. 15, p? n'wnn, the lower parts of the earth , 
ra (3ddn r?jg yrjg (comp. Eph. iv. 9), would be a more apposite appeal, 
inasmuch as here the meaning plainly is, earth or secret recesses of 
the earth . On the whole, however, (3aQog (as the antithesis of 
would more appropriately designate the under-world , a<5Tjr, 

ujSuGGog. Thus understood, the sentiment of the apostle ends in a 
climax ; viz., neither heaven, nor hell, *. e ., neither the world above, 
nor the world below, #ure rig xr/Gig krtga, nor any other created thing . 
The whole summed up together, and understood after the Hebrew 
manner of speaking, stands thus: i The universe shall not be able to 
separate Christians from the love of Jesus, who died for them;’ hea¬ 
ven above and Shcol below, and other created things constituting, 
in the language of Scripture, the universe . I prefer, however, the 
simple meaning above and below , t. e., no time and no space can 
separate us, &c.; or no period of time and no place can occasion the 
disappointment of our hopes. 

This is, indeed, “ an anchor sure and stedfast, entering into that 
within the vail;” a blessed, cheering, glorious hope, which 

ONLY THE GOSPEL AND ATONING BLOOD CAN INSPIRE. 


CHAP. IX. 1—33. 

With the eighth chapter. concludes what may be appropriately termed the doctrinal part of 
our epistle. What follows, is cither by way of forestalling or of removing objections, or of Justi¬ 
fying what has been said ; or else in the way of practical exhortation and caution. In previous 
and diirereut parts of the epistle, the apostle had already advanced sentiments an the subject of 
salvntion by grace—a salvation proffered in tlie same manner and on the same terms to GenlPe 
ns well as Jew—which he, well knew* would be very obnoxious to many of his kinsmen after the 
flesh, not excepting BOine of those who by profession w ere converts to tbe Christian religion. In 
chapters ii. and iii., lie had formally and at length laboured to show, that the Jews were not 
only In a’stalc of condemnation by the divine luw, but even more guilty than (he Gentiles; and 
this, because they had enjoyed greater religious privileges. At the close of chap. iii. he had come 
out fully and plainly with the declaration, that God is the God of the Gentiles as really and truly 
as of the Jews; and in the succeeding clinptcr, he bad laboured to show that such was the prin¬ 
ciple o r doctrine wblcli is taught in the Old Teslntncnt Scriptures themselves. “The seed of 
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Abraham,” in the highest, and noblest, and only really important 6enee of the phrase, means his 
spiritual seed; which comprises all who imitate the faith of Abraham, and like him believe im¬ 
plicitly in Hie divine declarations. 

In chap. v. the apostle had implicitly justified the extension of the gospel privileges and bles¬ 
sings to all men indiscriminately, inasmuch as all were affected by the fall of Adam their common 
progenitor. Then, in chapters vi.—viii. lie had shown that Christ and his grace arc the only 
effectual ground of our sanctification as well as justification ; that all objection to ti c scheme of 
grace on the ground that it will encourage sin, not only is destitute of foundation, but that the 
sinner has no hope of resisting sin with success, but through the grace of the gespei; and, finally 
that tlie sanctification -of believers will issue in their salvation, with the same certainty as their 
justification docs. 

But Low could the Jew, accustomed as he was to pride himself in his descent from Abraham, 
to regard God as his peculiar and covenaut God, and to expect acceptance in consequence of his 
lineage and of the peculiar favours which had been shown to the Hebrew nation—how could he 
receive with approbation a doctrine, which not only went to prostrate all the hopes that he had 
cherished of pre-eminence in this world, and of happiness in the world to come, and to place the 
very heathen on a level with himself, but which even advanced still farther, aDd made him more 
guilty than the heathen, and consequently involved him in higher condemnation, because he had 
sinned against peculiar light and love? Nay, the very privileges, which had been the ground 
of his greatest confidence that he must be regarded with divine approbation and entitled to the 
favour of God, had become, according to the representation of the apostle, the occasion of his 
peculiar and aggravated condemnation. 

The apostle well knew, that the haughty spirit of his countrymen could not easily brook all 
this. He expected they would accuse him of having become alienated from his kinsmen after 
the flesh, and partial to the Gentiles, since he was an apostle to them. It is evidently with such 
anticipations, that he wrote the chapter now before us. For he begins this by a most solemn 
profession or declaration of his sincere and ardent affection for his own nation. He protests 
against the idea, that in declaring God to be the God of the Gentiles, os well as the Jews, lie has 
therefore abjured every kind of pre-eminence to his own people. lie allows that they have en¬ 
joyed special and distinguished external privileges; above all, that the Messiah himself 1ms come 
from the midst of them, verses 2—5. lie then proceeds to shew, that God in selecting the heirs 
of his grace where he pleases, i. e., making the Gentiles the Kura TtpeBeoiv kXmtoi as well as Jews 
— ill doing all this, lie had violated no promise. His word ovk knir tn-rume (ver. C), t. e., his promise 
made to Abraham and his seed is not frustrated or annulled, because lie lias given up unbelieving 
Jews to perish, and granted lo believing Gentiles the privilege of being culled the sons of God. 
God has always exercised the right of choosing the recipients of his favours, when and where he 
pleases; as the Jewish Scriptures themselves do testify. Abrnham, 'for example, had several 
children; but in Isaac only was liis seed called, verses 7—9. To Isaac two sons were bom, 
Esau and Jacob ; yet Esau was rejected and Jacob received ; and the decision respecting this 
was made even before they were born, vers. 10,14. God’s declaration to Moses, and his dealings 
with Pharaoh, exhibit the same truth in a striking manner, verses 15—IS. All objection to this 
on the ground of partiality or injustice, is without any good support; inasmuch as the sovereign 
Lord of the universe has a perfect right to dispose of his own as seems good in bis sight, verses 
19, 20. lie does injustice to none ; for those whom he pnsses by, are left to the course of justice 
and equity, vers. 21—23. The Hebrew Scriptures have not only displayed, in this way, God’s 

sovereignty in his dealiugs with his people, but they also coutnin express declarations Ihnt the 
Gentiles shall be brought into the church and become the children of God, vers. 24—26. Equally 
certain is it, that they predict the unbelief and rejection of the natural descendants of Abruhum, 
verses 27—29, Finally, the apostle sums up the whole matter in discussion, by declaring that 
' the Gentiles are admitted to the gospel privilege of justification by faith, but that the Jews in 
general remain in a stale of unbelief and rejection, because Christ crucified is to them a 
etnmbling-block, and none but believers on him con be saved,' Ycrs. 30—33. 

It is in this way that the apostle justifies what he had already advanced respecting the Jews 
end Gentiles; and in particular what lie had said, in the eighth chapter, about the highest 
blessings of the gospel being bestowed on the mto itpoOetnv kAhtoi. The amount of the justifi¬ 
cation is this: ‘God has always dealt in the like manner by his people. The Old Testament 
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la full of the same doctrine, or it exhibits facts which illustrate and confirm it. It contains pre- 
dictions concerning the very things of which the Jews now complain.’ 

Viewed in this light (I am unable to see in what other light it can be fairly Tie wed), there can 
be no great difficulty in deciding the question: What is the object of the chapter before us ? 
Plainly the object is to illustrate and defend against objections, the affirmations which the apostlo 
had been making. What were these ? The consummation of the whole is, that ‘the Kara np6deti» 
kXhtoi are predestined, called, justified, and glorified; and these, both Jews and Gentiles.’ But 
the Jew objects, that this amounts to a breach of the promises made to Abraham and his seed. 
The apostle denies this. He states that tho natural seed, as such, ore not the specific objects of 
this promise ; and (hut God has always, in times paal, as now under the gospel, chosen the objects 
of his fuvour where he pleased, without regard to any external privileges, advantages, or relations. 

Wlial then has the apostle in reality been asserting in the eighth chapter, which lie justifies and 
defends in the ninth ? Surely the question in the eighth chapter is not one of external privileges 
or advantages ; it is one of calling, justification, and glorification. It is one which respects the 
everlasting and inseparable love of Christ. Defence, therefore, of the sentiments inculcated in 
respect to these topics, occupies the ninth chapter. In itself, it contains not the great doctrine 
in question, that ip, it does not directly reveal or inculcate it. The examples of God’s sovereignty 
produced In it are of various kinds, some of them having respect to temporal advantages or dis¬ 
advantages; and some to both spiritual and temporal. But the principle illustrated and con¬ 
firmed by all these is the main and all-important question; and the principle is that which is 
avowed in the eighth chapter, viz., that the Kanl wpiOtaiv are the certain heirs of future 

glory. It is the eighth chapter, then, which is the key of the ninth ; and without keeping this in 
view, one mny look In vain for the object of the various examples and illustrations which the 
ninth chapter exhibits. In a word, tho apostle shows in the ninth chapter * that God in culling, 
justifying, and glorifying obc npotyw, does not only what he has a perfect right to do, what is analo¬ 
gous to examples of his dealings as exhibited by the Jewish Scriptures, and what accords with 
the doctrines ami predictions which they contain. In this way, and in (his only, can wc fully 
see the scope, object, and connection of the ninth chapter. 


CHAR IX. 1—5. 

(1) First of all, the apostle proceeds to the most solemn assuran¬ 
ces of his affectionate regard for his own nation, in order to prevent 
the apprehension that he believed and taught as he had done respect¬ 
ing the Gentiles, on account of being alienated in his affections from 
the Jews. The expression of his feelings is made in glowing terms. 

’.WrjOetav . . . Xgiarfl, I speak the truth in Christ Most interpreters 
regard iv Xg/trfi as the formula of an oath; and they appeal to the 
Hebrew form of an oath, which prefixes ? (ev) to the object or per¬ 
son by whom any one swears. So also ev in the New Testament, 
f . g m) Matt. v. 34—30. Rev. x. 6. So Dan. xii. 7. (in Theodotion’s 
Greek version); and so Flatt interprets it in his commentary. But 
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Tholuck 1ms made this interpretation very doubtful. Compare, for 
example, iv Kug/w in Eph. iv. 17, where it follows /xa srvpoZ/iai, and 
where the formula of an oath is out of question. It is only so¬ 
lemn declaration, such as Christ or the Spirit of Christ prompts or 
suggests. In like manner we have iv XpigtZ), uyaTii ev 

x. r. where an oath is of course out of all question. Indeed the 
phrase ly KWw, \v Xeiarti, &c., occurs so often, that abundant analogies 
are at hand to justify the exegesis which is given to b Xe/tfr£, here, 
when we construe it as meaning agreeably to what becomes one who 
is in Christ or toho belongs to him; i. e., as a Christian, or one who is 
spiritually united to Christ, I speak the truth, &c. 

Ou ^evdo/zai repeats the affirmation and strengthens it, although the 
negative form or ?./rort}g is used. Comp. John i. 21. Eph. iv. 25. 
1 Sam. iii. 18, for the negative form of the expression; 1 Tim. ii. 7, 
for the like words. 

Xv/z'za ptupo'j ffrjg .... ay/w, my conscience bearing me witness, in the 
Holy Spirit I must connect these words together, in the method 
of exegesis which is here preferred, and not join oj >peu5o,aa/ with h 
Hvvj/zan ay'iw, as Dr. Knapp and some other critics have done, mak¬ 
ing the latter phrase a part of the formula of an oath. The repeti¬ 
tion of an oath here, would seem rather unlocked for and excessive : 
besides that no example elsewhere of Christians swearing by the Holy 
Ghost can be produced. Conscience is the voice of God in man; or 
at least the faculty on which the influence of the Spirit of God seems 
to be specially exerted. It was a conscience moved and enlightened 
by this Spirit, which, the apostle here solemnly declares, testified his 
affectionate regard for the Jewish nation; ev n veufiart uyiw meaning, 
I who am moved by the Holy Spirit, or am in the Spirit; comp. Rev. 
i. 10, syEvo/x7jv ev srvevp, art. 

(2) "Or/.... fiov, that I have great sorrow and continual anguish 
in my heart . For the like expressions of sympathy and affection 
towards others, comp. 1 Cor. i.4. Phil. i. 3, 4. Eph. i. Id. 1 The?, 
i. 2. Rom. i. 9, 10. Philcm. ver. 4. 2 Tim. i. 3, 4. 2 Cor. xi. 29. 
xii. 15. 

(3) A much controverted verse, and which therefore needs parti¬ 
cular illustration. Nearly every word has been the subject of dif¬ 
ferent and contested exegesis. 

IIu^o/atjv yag abrhg, for I myself could wish. Compare Acts xxv. 22, 
efiovXofiirj, I could wish; Gal. iv. 29 jffcXor, I could desire. Hut why 
not translate, I did tvish , i. e. y when I was an unconverted Jew I did 
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wish ? Because, (1) The apostle designs to show his present love 
to the Jews. Who questioned this strong attachment to them, when 
he persecuted Stephen and others before his conversion ? Or to 
what purpose could it be now to exhibit this, when his love to them 
since he became a Christian is the only thing that is called in ques¬ 
tion? Then, (2) Neither the present su^a/, nor the Optative 
would accurately express what the apostle means here. 
V&xpiiat (Ind. present) would mean, I wish by way of direct and 
positive affirmation, and with the implication that the thing wished 
might take place ; (Opt.) I am wishing with desire , imply¬ 

ing the possibility that the thing wished for would take place. On 
the other hand, as here employed (1 could wisli) implies, that 

whatever his desires may be, after all the thing wished for is im¬ 
possible or it cannot take place; which is doubtless the very shade 
of thought that the writer would design to express. See New Test. 
Gramm. § 126. Note 1. If the apostle had designed here merely to 
describe what he once felt or desired, i. before his conversion, he 
would of course have employed the Aorist of narration, and not the 
Imperfect. 

’AvdQtfia tJvottj to be an anathema , to be devoted to destruction , or 
to be excommunicated . .jThis difficult and controverted word needs 
a full and satisfactory illustration. In classical Greek dvdOtfia- and 
Avadrifia were originally altogether equivalent or synonymous ; just 
as euge/ta and eug rjfia were, and also ift/fcfia and &c. (1) The 

proper and original meaning of dvadepa, or dvd^fiot,, was a setting out 
or setting up of any thing consecrated to the gods, in their temples, 
such as tripods, images, statues, inscriptions, &c. The exposure of 
such things in the temples, in any way, whether they hung up, stood 
up, or lay down, was dvddtfia ; the action of exposing them, or the 
exposure itself, was called dvdfofia. Hence, (2) 17ie thing itself 
exposed , the thing consecrated or devoted to the gods, was called 
d'uOefia, by a very common principle of language applicable to a 
great multitude of words. Then, (3) As any thing devoted or con¬ 
secrated to the gods was irrevocably given up to them, and was no 
more subject to common use;*so when any living thing, beast or 
man, became an avdfcfia, it was of course to be slain in sacrifice, and 
offered to the gods mostly as a piacular victim. In like manner, 
under the Levitical law, every 0 r dvdOspa devoted to God, was 
incapable of redemption ; Lev. xxvii. 28, 29, ran dvdhfLot, . . . drb 
Mod tou iui; xrnvw . . . tv \vr^$r)6trai, aXXd ^avoiry Sava rutffara/; 

2 0 
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comp. Judg. xi. 30, 31 and 39 ; which, however, is the only instance 
on record in the Script ures of a human and which at all 

events is not encouraged by the laws of Moses. And in consequence 
of such a custom or law, cities, edifices, and their inhabitants, which 
were devoted to excision or entire destruction , were called i. e.> 
avd&e/Ma, as the Seventy have rendered it. So Jericho was 
Josh. vi. 17. comp, verse 21 ; and so the cities of the Canaanites 
that were utterly destroyed by Israel, were named destruction. 

Any thing in fact, whether man, beast, or any species of property or 
ornament, ichich was to he utterly destroyed , was called (amBsfia) 

by the Hebrews; see Lev. xxvii. 28, 29. Deut. xiii. 15—-17, and 
comp. 1 Kings xx. 42. Is. xxxiv. 5. Zech. xiv. 11. 

The Greek words avadefiarigu and uvaridrifLi correspond, in like 
manner, to the Ileb. B'nnn (Iliph. of C H?), and mean to pronounce 
to be an uvufc[iu t to give up as an avdOtpu, i. e. y to set apart or deliver 
over to destruction. 

But to what destruction ? To natural death or spiritual, i. e., to 
sufferings in the present world, or those of everlasting death? Those 
who construe the word in the first way, say, that axo roZ XensroZ 
means by Christ; in which case the whole sentiment would seem 
to be ; ‘I could wish to suffer temporal death inflicted by Christ, 
provided this would exempt my countrymen from it.’ But there are 
some weighty objections to this ; for the apostle is not here discuss¬ 
ing the subject of the Jews’ temporal punishment or excision, but of 
their excision from the blessings of a future world by reason of their 
unbelief; comp. ix. 25—33. It is the fearful doom then which 
unbelief is to bring on the Jews, that the apostle wishes could be 
averted ; and it is his deep concern for them in respect to this, which 
he desires to testify. It is a D'JQ of this kind, therefore, that he 
would consent to take upon himself, could they be saved by it. 
That dvdOiiia may be used to signify the second death, is clear from 
1 Cor. xvi. 22. The whole tenor of the passage makes clearly 
against the supposition, that temporal excision merely is meant. 

In respect to dcr b roZ X^croZ (if the whole be construed as I have 
here supposed, it must be in order to follow the strict principles 
of exegesis), it may mean by Christ; t. e ., it is equivalent to uri n>u 
XgicroZ. So clearly avi may be used, and is often employed ; e. a., 
Mark viii. 31. Luke ix. 22. xvii. 25. Matt. xi. 19. Luke xii. 58. 
Acts ii. 22. x. 17, et sjepe; see Bretschn. in verbum. Still, as the 
idea of being an anathema involves the idea of separation or banish- 
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ment from Christ, dwi may be rendered from , without any important 
variation of the sense. 

In regard to uneg ruv . . . odgxa, on account of or m the room of 
my brethren , my kinsmen after the flesh, it plainly means, for the 
sake of my natural brethren; my kinsmen by natural descent or 
generation, i. e ., the Jews. 


Tholuck gives a little different turn to the passage, but the same 
sense in substance. He compares dva^e/xa to in the later Heb.; 
which was used to denote excommunication , separation from the 
Jewish community or The Rabbins make three gradations of 

excommunication, which they call, (a) seclusion , which lasted 

a month, and obliged a man to keep four ells distant from all his 
household. ( b ) The which forbade all intercourse, action, 
eating, drinking, &c., with any one, and all approach on the part 
of the excommunicated person to the synagogue, (c) The Nnw 
(from excluder e), which designated utter exclusion on the part 

of God and man, and the being given up to destruction. A tre¬ 
mendous example of the Rabbinic is produced by Buxtorf, Lex. 
Rabb. p. 828. I subjoin it below, for the information of the curious 
reader. * 


* " By the authority of the Lord of lords, let A. B. be an ’anathema (Dill) in both houses of 
Judgment, in that above and that beneath ; let him be anathema by the holy beings on high, by 
the Seraphim and Ophannim [D^QIN. wheels. Bee Ezek. i. 1C, 6eq., a superior order of aDgelB]» 
let 1dm be anathema by the whole church, great and small. Let plagues gTeat and real be upon 
him ; diseases great and horrible. Let his habitation be that of dragons ; let his star be dark, 
ened with clouds. Let him be an object of wrath, indignation, and anger; let his corpse be given 
to wild beasts and serpents. Let his enemies and adversaries exult over him; let his silver and 
gold be given to others; let his children be exposed at the door of his enemies; and let posterity 
bo astonished at his fate. Let him be cursed by the mouth of Addiriron and Achtariel, by the 
mouth of Sandalphon and Uadraniel, by the mouth of Hans&Bicl and P&tchiel, by the mouth of 
Seraphiel and Sagansiel, by the mouth of Michael and Gabriel, by the mouth of Kapbael and Mesha- 
retiel. [These are the names of angels.] Let him be cursed by the mouth of Zabzabib, and 
by the mouth of Hobhabib, who la the great God [these names are Cabbalistic ones of the Divi* 
nity]; and by the mouth of the seventy names of the great King [Jehovah]; and on the part of 
Tsortuk the great chancellor [another mysterious name]. Let him be swallowed up, like Korah 
and his company; with terror and trembling let hla breath depart. May the rebuke of Jehovah 
slay him; may he be strangled, like Ahilhophel, by his own counsel! May his leprosy be like 
that of Gehazi; and may there be no resurrection of his remains 1 Let not his sepulohre be 
with that of Israel. Let Ids wife be given to others ; let them embrace her, while he is giving up 
the ghost.—In this anathema let A. B. remain ; and let this be his Inheritance. But on me, a&d 
on ull Israel, muy God bestow peace with his blcssiDgl" 
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lu tliis way, ava^e/xa arzo rod XgioroZ would mean, one banished, cut 
off, separated from Christ; which would involve, however, all the 
consequences that are involved in the preceding exegesis. 

But on the whole, as the preceding sense is most consonant with 
Scriptural and classical usage, I should give it the preference. The 
sentiment then is: * Such is my love for my kinsmen after the flesh, 
that were it possible, I would devote myself to the destruction.which 
threatens them, could they but escape by such means. 

In respect to the objections urged against this sentiment, they do 
not seem to be weighty. It is asked : c How could the apostle be 
willing to be for ever cast off and separated from Christ? How could 
he be willing to become a sinner and to be miserable for ever?’ I 
answer, (1) The possibility that 6uch could or would be the case, is 
not at all implied in what he says ; no more than the possibility that 
<£ an angel from heaven should preach another gospel,” is implied by 
what is said in Gal. i. 8. It is merely a case supposed or stated, for 
the sake of illustrating or expressing a feeling or sentiment. (2) 
Even supposing 'the actual possibility of the exchange in question 
was believed by the apostle, it would not imply that in itself lie was 
willing to be a sinner, or to be for ever miserable. When the apostle 
says that Christ was made a CURSE for us, does he mean to say, 
that Christ took on him the temper of mind which they have who 
are accursed? “ Quid mirum,” says Origen, “ si, cum Dominus pro 
servis maledictum sit factum, servus pro fratribus anathema fiat?” 
It would imply merely, then, that Paul w T ould be willing, in case he 
could save the whole nation, to take on himself the miseries to which 
they were hastening. And a sentiment like this, is surely capable 
of a rational and sober defence. If benevolence would lead Paul to 
undergo any assignable degree of suffering, in the present life, in 
order to promote the everlasting welfare of the Jewish nation; would 
not the like benevolence lead him to undergo any assignable degree 
of misery in a future world for the same purpose, provided such a 
purpose could be answered by it? Who can draw the line where 
benevolence would stop short; except it be, where the evilsuffrerd 
was to be equal to the good accomplished, or even greater? Could 
Paul have the genuine spirit of his Lord and Master, unless he could 
truly say what he has said in the passage before us ? But, (3) The 
inference that Paul u w as willing to be damned,” or that Christians 
must come to such a state of willingness, is made without any ground 
from the verse in question. If Paul’s being cast off by the Saviour 
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could occasion the reception and salvation of the whole Jewish peo¬ 
ple, this apostle expresses his readiness to submit to it. But as such 
a thing was impossible; and as he really knew it to be so ; all that 
we can well suppose the passage teaches, is, that the apostle possessed 
such a feeling of benevolence toward the Jewish nation, that he was 
ready to do or suffer any thing whatever, provided their salvation 
might be secured by it. In other words, this is a high and glowing 
expression, springing from an excited state of feeling, which the use 
of common language could not at all satisfy. And in making use of 
such an expression, Paul did not depart from a mode of speaking 
which is still very common in the East. The Arabians, for exam¬ 
ple, very commonly, in order to testify strong affection, say, let my 
soul be a ransom for thee. So Maimonides (Sanhed. fol. 18. 1), in 
explaining the Talmudic expression see I am thy ran¬ 

som states, that this was a common expression of strong affection. 

So in the verse before us, the whole is evidently and necessarily 
designed to express strong affection. But what expression of this 
would be uttered, if we suppose the apostle merely to say (as not a 
few critics maintain), that he once was desirous of being cut off from 
Christ, viz., before his conversion and when he persecuted the church? 
But how could he be cut offirom Christ, who never had been joined 
to him? And what evidence was this of Paul’s present affection? 
Or if it be construed as meaning, f cut off, destroyed, i. e. y put to 
death by Christdid the apostle actually wish this before he was 
converted? And if he did, what had this to do with the salvation 
of hie brethren and kinsmen ? 

It is possible, indeed, to construe ava^a as implying temporal 
death or destruction ; and to suppose the apostle to say : i I could 
wish that I might suffer the punishment which Christ is about to 
inflict on the Jews, in their stead.’ The emphasis would not be 
wholly destroyed by this interpretation. But it would be greatly 
diminished. And then, the context no where leads us to consider 
the subject of temporal destruction, as being here agitated in the 
mind of the apostle. It is only the * wrath of God which is revealed 
from heaven, against the impenitent and unbelieving,’ to which he 
considers them in this place as exposed. lie is writing to Jews at 
Jtome, not in Palestine. 

I must adopt then the exegesis above given of the verse before us, 
viz. ‘Such is my affection for my Jewish brethren after the flesh, 
that could I put myself in their stead, and take on me the conse- 
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quences of unbelief to which they are exposed, I would willingly do 
it in order that they might be saved.” Truly “ a love stronger than 
death, which many waters could not quench nor floods drown !” 

(4) f IffpoLTjXrrat, Israelites, t. e ., who bear the honourable or far- 
famed name of Israelites ; comp. Gen. xxxii. 28. 2 Cor. xi. 22. Phil, 
iii. 5. This however is only an external privilege; for they are not 
all Israelites in truth, who are of Israelitish descent, Rom. ix. 6. 
comp. iii. 28, 29. 

V nv 7} utofcria, whose is the sonship , i. e ., the relation of sons or chil¬ 
dren ; comp. Ex. iv. 22, 23. Deut. xxxii. 5, 6. xiv. 1. IIos. xi. 1. 
The meaning is, that God bore a special relation to Israel; or rather, 
that Israel stood in a special relation to him, and was treated with 
distinguished and peculiar affection. This last circumstance forms 
the special ground of the vloQtaia. But this u/ofoa/a was external , and 
consisted with the Jewish nation’s being in a very imperfect state; 
comp. Gal. iv. 1—3. 2 Cor. iii. 6—18. For a sonship of a much 
higher nature than this, comp. Gal. iv. 4—7. Rom. viii. 14—17. 

Aoga may have the sense here of glory , and be joined with vkdtcia 
in the way of Hendiadys or as explicative, so that the meaning 
would be for substance glorious adoption or sonship , i, e., one which 
is worthy of praise, which deserves to be mentioned with honour. 
And this method Tholuek prefers. But the objection to this is, that 
the epithet So^ct appears to be too strong for a mere external vlodscla; 
and besides all this, all the other nouns which precede and follow 
stand single. On this account I must prefer giving to do£a the sense 
ofUM, and regard it here as designating the visible splendour which 
was the symbol of Jehovah’s presence, and which was peculiarly 
manifested in the sanctum sanctorum of the temple ; comp. Ex. xxv. 
22. xl. 34, 35. Lev. ix. 6. Ezek. i. 28. iii. 23. viii. 4. It is true, in¬ 
deed, that in all these passages we have (5o£a ©sou), and not 

simply But the Targum, which employs '“N'T KWW f or 

n jT also employs Kripapf (Shechinah) alone in the same sense. Paul 
then may have here used 66%a elliptically, in a corresponding man¬ 
ner ; and so (with Bcza, Turretin, Vitringa, Heumann, Ruckerl, 
Reiche, and others) I suppose that he has employed it. The senti¬ 
ment then is : i To the Israelites belonged the visible splendour or 
glory , which was indicative of the immediate presence of Jehovah.' 

AnzOrixou seems here to indicate the covenants made at different 
times with Abraham, Jacob, Moses, &c.—Nc/ufcrio, legislation or 
system of laws, viz., the Mosaic legislation or laws ; as to the distin - 
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guished privilege of these, comp. Deut. iv. 5—8. Ps. cxlvii. 19, 20. 
Rom. ii. 18, 19.—Aar^e/a, service , rites of the temple, priest¬ 

hood, &c.—’E^a/yeX/a/, the promises , viz., those which had respect to 
the Messiah: comp. Gal. iii. 16. Rom. xv. 8. Heb. xi. 17. 

(5) o/ 'Target, whose are the fathers , i. e ., whose progenitors 
were the fathers, Abraham, &c., to whom so many promises (e? rayyt. 
X/a/) were made, and who are so distinguished in sacred history. 

f E£ Av . • • ffagxa, from whom [descended] Christy in respect to 
the fleshy i. e ., in respect to his human or inferior nature, or so far as 
he was man; comp. Rom. i. 3 and b^otu^a aa^xog in viii. 3. But if he 
had no other nature, why should such a distinction as is implied by 
xara adgxa, be here designated ? Would a sacred writer say of Da¬ 
vid, for example, that he was descended from Abraham xard odgxa? 
If this should be said, it would imply that xard he was not de¬ 

scended from Abraham, but from some one else. But here, the 
other nature of Christ appears to be designated by the succeeding 
phraso 6 u)v et! sravrojp 0eo;. 

' o cUv . . . djLL/jv, who is God over ally blessed for ever , Amen. 'O 
cl)v is equivalent to or the same as o; eorr/, who is ; for so the article 
followed by a participle is often employed in the Greek language; 
see John i. 18. iii. 13. xii. 17. 2 Cor. xi. 31, 6 ©^f . . . b wv tu\o- 
yrirog x. r. X.— «*E <irl ^dvruiv, being placed here between the article 6 and 
the noun ©eo; to which this article belongs, is of course an adjective 
as to meaning, and designates the idea of supreme. Some indeed 
have understood icr/ as meaning ekI vravruv crare^oiv; but this is 

plainly a forced and frigid exegesis. In Hebrew, rilSJV and 
are epithets of Jehovah, the supreme God ; and to these iravroxgdrug 
in the Septuagint corresponds; e.g 2 Sam. v. 10. 1 Chron. xi. 9. 
Jcr. v. 14. Amos iii, 13. Zech. i. 3, seq., et alibi. So in the Apo¬ 
calypse, iravToxgoLrug often appears as an epithet of Jehovah, e.g. y Rev. 
i. 8. iv. 8. xi. 17. xv. 3, &c. Now wavroxgdrug is for substance'the 
equivalent of i<x) Tavrwv as to meaning; so that 6 M navruv ®eog must 
be altogether equivalent to 6 ©eif o <7ravToxgdrci)g. 

EuXoyjjrdf is equivalent to the Hebrew ^3. The Jewish Rab¬ 
bins from time immemorial have been accustomed, whenever the 
name of God is mentioned, to add 1^3, blessed is he. So Paul 
here, after calling Christ o i<xi ‘iravrvv &tog, adds EoKoy^rbg tig rot); 
aiuvag, i. e., “IJ?J 1|r»3. Compare now the same appellation 

given to God in Mark xiv. 61. Whether an ascription of divine 
honour to Christ is intended by applying to him here the word 
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tu\oyr}r6g, the reader may satisfy himself by comparing the use of 
this word in 2 Cor. i. 3. xi. 31. Eph. i. 3. 1 Pet. i. 3. Luke i. 68. 
That divine honour is ascribed to Christ by the heavenly hosts (and 
the same too which is rendered to the Father), appears from Rev. v. 
13, 14. Nor can it be objected that it is contrary to the usage of 
Paul, to name Christ ©go's; for so he is called in Tit. i. 3, and the 
great God in Tit. ii. 13; moreover he is represented as Tea, ©si in 
Phil. ii. 6 ; and as ©go's in John i. 1; not to mention the controverted 
but seemingly well authenticated reading (®s6g) in 1 Tim. iii. 16. 
Nor is it any objection to this, that in 1 Cor. xv. 24—28, the apostle 
represents the Son as renouncing or laying aside his supremacy or 
dominion, at the final consummation of all things; for the office of 
the Messiah, and the dominion of the Messiah , as such , must of 
course cease, when all the objects of that office and that dominion 
shall have been fully accomplished. In reference to this kind of 
dominion, Christ is called K voioc in 1 Cor. vifi. 6; and it is such a 
dominion which is represented as bestowed on him in Phil. ii. 9—11. 
Col. i. 17, 18. Hcb. i. 3. ii. 5—9. viii. 1. 

Neither the grammatical arrangement of the text, then, nor the 
sentiments of the apostle elsewhere, require us, or (may I not say ?) 
permit us, to give a different interpretation to the words of the verse 
in question. Nor do any various readings of the verse occur, which 
are of any authority at all. It has been conjectured, indeed, that 
we should read Av 6 x. r. X., i. e., whose is the God over all , &c.; so 
Whitby, Crellius, Taylor, and others. But not to say, that taking 
such liberties with the text is fairly out of question (which surely 
must be granted), it will be enough to compare the sentiment which 
the passage thus modified would give, with Rom. iii. 29, 30. This 
then is one of the cases, in which Paul has directly asserted Christ 
to be supreme God , and has accordingly rendered to him the sacred 
doxology. 

The efforts to evade this conclusion have been many and strenuous. 
The interpretations which have resulted from them may be divided 
into two classes, viz. 

I. Those which put a full period after <ra*x a, and make the re¬ 
mainder of the verse a doxology to God the Father. So Erasmus, 
in the enlarged edition of his Notes; so Enjeddin, Whiston, Semler, 
and others. Even Glockler, who is a Nicenian , does the same; which 
of course, moreover, we might expect from Reiche, who is apparently 
a high Arian. But, (a) It was long ago noted by Bengel (with 
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whom Faustus Socinus also agrees, that in all classes of doxology, 
*!jria in Hebrew and tv’koyriTSg in Greek precede the name of God 
who is blessed. So the laws of grammar beyond all doubt demand; 
for nirP would mean, the blessed Jehovah , i. e., the blessed 
Jehovah does this or that; for both words (thus arranged) make out 
merely the subject of a sentence. On the contrary, nifV -jv13 means 
blessed is or blessed be Jehovah; Jehovah being the subject of the 
sentence, and the predicate . So, more than thirty times, the 
words in Hebrew and iu\oyr\rog in Greek are placed in the Old 
Testament; as any one may see by consulting Tromm’s Concordance 
under euXoyTjro'c. The same is the case with all the examples in the 
New Testament. Only one can I find in all the Bible, that differs 
from this; and this is Ps. lxvii. 19 (Sept.), where however the 
repetition of tuXoynrog is plainly an error of the scribes, as it has no 
corresponding repetition in the Hebrew, and is against all analogy; 

I mean in respect to the first instance in which it here occurs. Even 
Eichhorn (Einlet. ins. A. T. § 320) concedes that the reading in the 
Sept, is a doubtful one. (6) Construed in this way, uv is entirely 
useless and destitute of meaning, and the addition of it is altogether 
unaccountable. The natural and simple order of the text would be; 
EuXoyjjrAc i eni vdvraiv Geog x. r. X. (c*) In this mode of interpretation 
there is no antithesis to xard fffyxac, which plainly requires one; as 
the natural inquiry is : If Christ be descended from David only xara 
edgxa, what is he as to his higher nature ? Comp. Rom. i. 1, 3. 

II. Another class of critics viz., Locke, Clark, Justi, Ammon, 
and others, put a full period after ir&vruvy and then make a doxology 
of the sequel. In this way the difficulty last suggested with regard 
to the interpretation No. I, is in a measure removed, as a kind of an¬ 
tithesis is made out by 6 u)v Iwl wuvruv, SC. vrdvruv ‘7ra,T££U)v y i. e. y Christ 
in his human nature was a descendant of David, but still was a per¬ 
sonage of exalted dignity, being elevated above all the Jewish fathers, 
who are objects of 60 much encomium in sacred history and of so 
much veneration among the Jewish people. But still there are 
weighty objections against this mode of pointing and explaining the 
text; for (a) The difficulty in regard to the position of euXoyijrfo is 
the same here as has been already described above, under No. I. a. 
If it were doxology, it must be written EuXty^rig 6 &tbg x, r. X. But 
as there are no authorities, either of manuscripts or versions, for 
such an arrangement, so we are not at liberty to make it; and if we 
do so, we must do it arbitrarily, (5) In such a case the noun ©fie 
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must have the article, as being the subject of the sentence, and in its 
own nature customarily requiring it. So uniformly in the Sept, and 
in the New Testament, where is the subject of a doxology made 
by 6vXoy7)Tos it takes the article ; e.g. y Gen. ix. 26. xiv. 20. xxiv. 27. 
1 Sam. xxv. 32. 2 Sam. xviii. 28. 1 K. i. 48. v. 7. viii. 15. 2 Chron. 
ii. 12. vi. 4. Ez. vii. 46. Ps. xvii. 50. xl. 14. lxv. 19. lxvii. 20, 38. lxxi. 
19. cv. 47. cxliii. 1. Dan. iii. 29. Luke i. 68. 2 Cor. i. 3. Eph. i. 3. 
1 Pet. 1. 3. In regard to K voiog, the usage of the Sept, varies; e. g. 9 
1 Sam. xxv. 39, euAoyjjrog 6 Kvgiog, according with the usage of Stos, 
but in other passages the article is omitted, e . g. y Ex. xviii. 10 . Ruth 
iv. 14. Ps. cxxiii. 5. cxxxiv. 21. But no instance of the like varia¬ 
tion can I find, in respect to 0eo$. The example in our text must 
stand alone , if it be one, of ©eog in a doxology with tv/.oytric, and yet 
without the article, (c) To break off a sentence with i irrl rru>ruv, 
seems at least to make it very abrupt and incomplete. To what can 
crakrwv refer, in such a connection, except to the fathers ? And to say 
that the Messiah was exalted above the Jewish patriarchs, although 
it might be saying something, would not seem to be saying very much, 
considering the efficacy which Paul had been ascribing to his love and 
sufferings, and death, and the greatness which he had ascribed to his 
power, (d) There is something incongruous in a doxology here to 
God the Father; which even Crellius himself suggests (Artcmon. 
lnit. Evang. Johan.). The apostle is here expressing the deepest 
and most unfeigned regret of his soul, that notwithstanding the ex- 
alted and peculiar privileges of the Jewish nation, they had by their 
unbelief forfeited them all, and made themselves obnoxious to a most 
terrible condemnation. To break out into a doxology here, would 
be (as Flatt suggests) like saying: ‘These special privileges have, by 
being abused, contributed greatly to enhance the guilt and punish¬ 
ment of the Jewish nation ; God be thanked that he has given them 
such privileges !’ It is a duty, indeed, to be grateful for blessings 
which are bestowed ; but—all in its proper place. Doxologies are 
not appropriate to paragraphs, which give an account of mercies 
abused and deep guilt contracted. ( e ) Besides all this, the abrupt¬ 
ness of a doxology here, which could contain no reference to God as 
mentioned in the preceding context (for he is not there mentioned), 
is plain and striking : and also, as Nosselt, Flatt, Koppe, and 
Ewald have observed, it would be without example. Comp. Rom. 
i. 25. xi. 36. 

The remark of Eckermann and Justi, that euAoyjjro* is required to 
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stand before 0eog in a doxology, only when this doxology stands at 
the beginning of a sentence, is not true in point of fact; e. g Gen. 
xiv. 29, where xat shows that tlXoy^rog is not at the beginning of a 
sentence; 2 Sam. xxii. 47. Ps. xvii. 46.1xvii. 35. In the last case, 
one might contend and say, that euXoynrog begins a new sentence; but 
then where does it not, on the same ground ? The burden of proof 
lies on those, who assert that evXoyriTog need not be prefixed except it 
stand at the beginning of a sentence; yet where are the instances in 
which it is not prefixed? The only one (except an instance of a 
manifestly corrupt text, Ps. lxvii. 19), is the very verse before us. 
To assume the principle in question, then, is to take for granted the 
very point in dispute. 

The remark of Doderlein, that apfjv necessarily implies an Opta¬ 
tive doxology (sc. wXoyyrbg e 7 n 0£<>s), is disproved by Rom. i. 25, 
where ?s e a r i v ivXcyrirbg .... a/MT)v t are the words of Paul, i . e ., 
the apostle speaks in the Indicative mode, and not in the Optative. 
The same is the case in 1 Pet. iv. 11, $ [sc. 0sw vel Xg/ffrp] s a r t v 
7} x. r. X. And in other cases where no verb is supplied, e. g ., 
Rom. xvi. 27. Gal. i. 5. 1 Tim. i. 17. vi. 16. 2 Tim. vi. 18, &c., it 
is not by any means certain (as the above explicit instances of Indi¬ 
cative usage show), that the Optative e/*?, rather than the Indicative 
i <fTt, is to be supplied. 

Nor does the remark of Erasmus, that in some of the manuscripts 
of Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrysostom, Deus or ©eo$ is wanting in the 
citations of Rom. ix. 5, prove any thing; for these are evidently 
omissions of copyists, since all the best manuscripts of these fathers 
insert Deus or 0 eoj. 

Grotius is still more unsuccessful, in asserting that the Syriac ver¬ 
sion (the Peschito ), omits 0eo'c; for this version has words translated 
Deus super omnia . Stolz, in his celebrated German version, has left 
out Qeog; whether on the authority of Grotius as above, or because 
he thought it a disagreeable appendage to the text, does not appear. 
After all these proposed changes, however, of punctuation, of the 
order of the text, and of the substance of it, the text, as it now stands, 
remains in reality untouched by any criticism which can have any 
considerable weight with men of ingenuous and candid minds. That 
those who deny the divinity of Christ should be solicitous to avoid 
the force of this text, is not unnatural; for while it remains in the 
records of the New Testament, it stands an irrefragable evidence of 
what Paul believed, asserted, and taught, relative to this subject. 
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The only way in which any avoiding of its force is practicable, 
seems to be, to assert that 6 wv svl rdvruv 0 eos is meant to designate 
merely the supremacy of Christ as Mediator , in which capacity he is 
quasi Deus , and in the like capacity is styled in Ps. xlv. In 

pursuing this course, more probability than is now exhibited in fhe 
various evasions that I have above noticed, and also more ingenu¬ 
ousness, might be shown. But still, the general and spontaneous 
feeling of an unprejudiced reader must always be (at least so it 
seems to me), that God over all means supreme God, and that 
tvXoyriTbg si; tov; aluva;, dfjpr ( v, can be applied only to him who is truly 
divine. A Oeoj in a real and veritable sense, seems to oppose 

the fundamental principle of the Scriptures. 

Riickert and Ustcri, the first in his Commentary and the second 
in his Lehrbegriff Pauli , both acknowledge that there is no avoiding 
the usual exegesis of this text on the common principles of philology. 
Both of them doubt or impugn the divinity of Christ; yet they 
yield to the laws of grammar and philology here. But both assert 
that this is a 7 tyd/jc,svov on the part of Paul (which I would by 
no means admit), and Usteri says, that i he cannot divest himself 
of the suspicion, that there must be some error in the text or in the 
interpretation.’ But Reiche is made of sterner stuff. He yields 
nothing to the laws of grammar, or to the position of eyXoy>jroj, &c.; 
he makes a period at <fd.px.ee and constructs the rest as a doocology . 
Both proceed upon the ground, so far as their feeling of objectionis 
concerned, that Christ is only a deiived God, and therefore cannot 
have supreme divinity ascribed to him. This is indeed a legitimate 
inference from the Nicene creed ; but still it is not what the Nicene 
fathers meant to teach in a direct way. Real divinity, although not 
supreme divinity, they undoubtedly meant to ascribe to Christ. 
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CHAP. IX. 6—13. 

THE apoetle, having expressed hia strong affection toward his own natioo, and described the 
claims to pre-eminence which they had hitherto enjoyed, now proceeds to show that all these 
do not make out uny good grounds of preference in a spiritual respect. He teaches them 
clearly, that it is not the simple fact of natural descent from Abraham, which makes them his 
children in the higher and scriptural sense of this word. ‘They are not all Israel, who are of 
Israel and even among the natural descendants of Abraham, God did in ancient times make 
a wide distinction. Consequently, the mere fact of natural descent can prove nothing as to the 
point of spiritual rights or claims, verses 6—13. 


(6) olov 6s, a controverted expression ; which however may be 
rendered plain in two ways ; either (1) Olov may be taken adverbi¬ 
ally, as or uoirtg to which it is very often equivalent (see Passow 
on oTog, No. 6); and then we may translate : It is not so that , &c. ; 
just as we translate ur) oiz on, 2 Thess. ii. 2. (2) Olov in classic 

Greek often implies a preceding to/ov. The whole phrase would be: 
cu roTov scti, oJov on x r. X.; L e., 1 it is no such thing as that, &c./ in 
which case wc may render : There is no such thing as that extsttoj- 
Kiv x. r. X. The former method is most simple, perhaps, but not the 
most probable; for olov used adverbially is generally employed in a 
merely comparative way. The meaning is ; ‘But what I have said 
in respect to the defection of Israel, does not at all imply that the 
promises of God are not sure and certain/ Ae, but y continuative and 
adversative, 

Tholuck is mistaken, when, in objecting to olov 6& being here 
used as equivalent to olov re, he says the latter must always have the 
Infinitive after it. o Jog re with an Infinitive has indeed the mean¬ 
ing possible est, &c.; but olog re is often employed without an In¬ 
finitive, and in the sense of so as, such as, like ; and even without an 
Infinitive it sometimes means possible; see Passow on oTog No. 2. e. 
No. 3. c. However, I do not find olov employed in the sense of 
olov re, possible. Consequently I must prefer the rendering given 
above. 

Aoyog, promise, word , in the sense of something promised; often 
so in English, e . ghe has given his word .—Exwe-rrwxsv, failed, been 
frustrated, irritum factum est. JSo the Hebrew which corre¬ 
sponds in sense with rruxt ; e, g in Josh. xxi. 45. 1 K. viii. 56. 
2 K. x. 10. 

Ou . . . f l<fgaqX,Jbr not all who are of Israel, are Israel; t. 
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not all the natural descendants of Abraham, are Israelites in the 
true, spiritual, scriptural sense of the word. The Talmud (Tract. 
Sanhed. cap. 11) expresses the feelings and views of the Jews, rela¬ 
tive to their claims of pre-eminence : Nan P^n 

i. e., all Israel have their portion in the world to come. But such 
claims are rejected by our text and the sequel; as well as-by Rom. 

iii. John viii. 39. Matt. iii. 9, Gal. iii. 9, 28, 29. rdg here shows, 
that what follows is designed for illustration and confirmation. The 
apostle proceeds to give a reason why the promise has not been bro¬ 
ken ; and that is, that all the natural descendants of Abraham are 
not, as such, the heirs of the promise. 

(7) Screg/x a, natural descendant .—Tfxva, children, here in the higher 
spiiitual sense, like that of ’1 6%ar t \ above in the second instance.— 
’AX\’ sv Tffadx .... <wrsg/xa, but , M In Isaac shall thy seed be called 

i. e., (as most explain it) in the person of Isaac, thy seed, viz., thy 
descendants who are to stand in a covenant relation to me, shall be 
chosen or selected. But a more probable and efficient sense is given 
to the passage, by taking -/.Xri&T^Qvrtu here in the sense which it has in 

iv. 17 ; and then the meaning will be : 4 In Isaac or through Isaac 
shall thy seed (the seed here promised), be called into being.’ Kot7.su, 
used like the Hebrew K^P, means to call out of nothing into being; 
as Rom. iv. 17 shows. After aXXaand before iv x. r. X. either ollrw; 

7} or Ig fflyi is implied. — As to rsxva, these are, in the next verse, 
called ra rexva rzji e<?rayyt\iag. In verse 5 above, txayyzXicu (n\i3) 
are reckoned among the external privileges which the Israelites 
enjoyed. But even these, only a part of Abraham’s natural descen¬ 
dants enjoyed. Ishmael, Abraham’s eldest son, was excluded from 
the covenant relation; and so were Abraham’s six sons by Keturah, 
Gen. xxv. 1—5. 

’EsrecyysX/aff in verse 8, however, refers to the promises in Gen. xv. 
4, 5. xvii. 15, 16, 19, 21 (see verse 9). Isaac was in a special sense 
the son of promise ; and his natural descendants, therefore, may be 
styled rexva T7js s'rayyeXiag. 

(8) ToDr zffriv, that is, z. e., which signifies, which means. But 
does Paul intend to say, that the explanation which follows exhibits 
the sense of the original promise? Or does he mean to intimate 
merely, that he gives to the subject under consideration a meaning 
analogous to that ancient promise? That it is capable of a satis¬ 
factory explanation on the former ground, may be shown from the 
considerations suggested in the sequel.—©u ra . . . . Osou, the natural 
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descendants [of Abraham] are not the children of God . Td rexva rtjc 
tagxoe plainly means physical or natural descendants , children in the 
first and literal sense. But the sense of rexva rod ©eou is not so obvi¬ 
ous. Is it here used to designate the children of God in the highest 
spiritual sense of this term? I think not; for it is Isaac and his 
descendants as such, who arc here contradistinguished from Ishmael 
and the other six sons of Abraham and their descendants. The point 
here insisted on is, that natural descent from Abraham did not of 
itself entitle any one to the high spiritual privileges of the gospel; 
that the Jew had no more right than the Gentile, to expect any pe¬ 
culiar favour to himself merely on such a ground. But how does 
the apostle illustrate and oonfirm this principle ? By showing that 
in ancient times, the promise of a numerous seed who should stand 
in a covenant relation to God, and enjoy peculiar external privi¬ 
leges on this account, was not made to the natural descendants of 
Abraham as such, but only to those natural descendants who would 
spring from Isaac the son of peculiar promise. In other words; 
Ishmael and the sons of Abraham by Keturah, had no share in the 
covenant-engagements made with the promised seed. 

The deduction from all this is, that God does not dispense his 
blessings or favours according to claims grounded on mere natural 
descent or external privileges, but according to his own infinite wis¬ 
dom and pleasure. In other words, the claims of men on the ground 
of birth, or external privilege, or merit of their own, are not the 
ground of decision on the part of God, with respect to the blessings 
which he may bestow upon them. The first two of these constitute 
no ground at all of claim; and the last also has no foundation, inas¬ 
much as all men are sinners and are deserving of the divine displea¬ 
sure. Of course the reasons why God gives to these and withholds 
from those, are with himself; they are not grounded on our claims 
or merits. Reasons he doubtless has, and these of the best kind; 
for who will venture to tax infinite wisdom and goodness with doing 
any thing without good and sufficient reason? But then these rea¬ 
sons God has kept to himself; he has not revealed them to us. 
When this is the case, the apostle speaks of him as acting xard r?h 
vrgodttiv aun)D —xara tt}v djg/tf/xfvrjy (3ovX^v xul cr glyvojait avrov, &C. But no¬ 
thing can be farther from truth, than to suppose that a Being of in¬ 
finite wisdom and goodness ever acts arbitrarily , or without the best 
of reasons; although they may be, and often are, unknown to us. 

That rexva ©rod ecu may mean, “ the children of promise in respect 
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to the external privileges and blessings of the ancient covenant or 
dispensation,” is clear from the manner in which mva is ap¬ 

plied to the whole body of Israelites, in Deut. xxxii. 5, 6. xiv. 1. 
Hos. xi. 1. Ex. iv. 22, 23. Of the same nature is rd rsxva rni icay- 
yeX/aj. It designates those on whom the promised blessings were 
bestowed, which are mentioned above in verses 4, 5; or else those 
who were the descendants of Isaac, himself a rex.vov srayyeX/a;. In 
the same manner ciregjua, at the close of the verse, is to be understood, 
t. e. y as equivalent to rkxva 0eoD in the sense just explained, or as 1HJ 
in Gen. xvii. 8. It should be noted here, also, as a matter of some 
interest, that Qzov is omitted in F. G. 37. 67 ex emend. 70. Matt. 
c. k.y Chrysostom. Probably the copyists were stumbled with the 
appellation rexva 0foD as applied to the posterity of Isaac in general. 
But the texts cited above show that they need no thave been ; for 
the meaning of r'sxva 0eou is, such children as God according to the 
special promise to Abraham would raise up for his posterity, who 
should enjoy covenant privileges. 

The argument and illustration of the apostle, according to this 
explanation, stand thus: c All claims of the Jews to the spiritual 
privileges and blessings of Christ’s kingdom, on the ground of natural 
descent from Abraham, are futile. Even in ancient times, God did 
not confer the blessings and privileges of his ancient dispensation on 
such a ground. Only one of Abraham’s sons was selected as the 
object of God’s peculiar covenant. Consequently it is no strange 
thing that God should deal in like manner with Abraham’s natural 
descendants, at the present time.’ 

The question is not, whether the distinction made in ancient times 
among the natural descendants of Abraham, and to which the apostle 
here refers, was one which had direct respect to their condition in a 
future world, t. e.. to the highest spiritual blessings ; for most clearly 
this is not the case. Surely all the natural descendants of Isaac were 
not called in this sense. The distinction adverted to here, must be 
that which had respect to the external oovenant-relation of the Is¬ 
raelites as a nation, to God. But the essential question in respect 
to the meaning of the whole passage, is: Why does the apostle adduce 
such an example here of God’s bestowing blessings xard Kgodzciv avroO'l 
The answer to this must be, that he adduces it in order to justify the 
principle which is concerned with the fore-ordaining y calling , justi¬ 
fying, and glorifying the xXrjroi as described in chapter viii. But 
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purely this Joes not pertain to external privileges onl}', as enjoyed 
in the present world. 

Another view of this whole subject may be taken. We may sup¬ 
pose Paul by tout etfr/v to mean, that the promise concerning Isaac 
wa 9 typical of a future and spiritual seed, to be chosen on like prin¬ 
ciples. In other words ; as not all the literal posterity of Abraham 
were selected to be heirs of the special covenant-promise.made to the 
patriarch, but only Isaac was selected, so it is in respect to the new 
covenant. God does not select merely the literal seed of Abraham, 
but he chooses a spiritual seed of the father of the faithful to be the 
heirs of gospel blessings. In a word, selection , choice , was a principle 
of action in respect to the patriarch’s posterity; choice or selection 
is still equally visible in dispensing the blessings of the new covenant. 
In this way Paul would be understood as saying, by tout hnv, that 
the ancient promise was as much as to say or equivalent to saying 
what follows, which contains an exhibition of the same principle. 

The amount of the whole in cither way of explanation, is, that 
Paul, in order to illustrate and defend God’s proceedings in respect 
to bestowing spiritual blessings of the highest kind, adduces exam¬ 
ples from the Old Test. Scriptures, where the principle concerned is 
exactly the same as that which is concerned with the calling and 
glorifying of the xX>jro/ ( viz., where the blessings bestowed are not 
conferred on the ground of being a natural descendant of Abraham, 
nor on the ground of merit or desert, but xara irgoQeffiv 0?ou. Now 
certainly God can be no more unjust in great things than in small 
ones; and if he was not unjust in selecting the objects of his tem¬ 
poral favours xara c, gofafftv au rou, why should we regard him as unjust 
in selecting the objects of his highest spiritual favours in the same 
way; that is, not according to claim or merit on the part of men (for 
these belong not to them), but according to reasons, good and suffi¬ 
cient ones, known only to himself? Such as are inclined to feel that 
this would be wrong on the part of God, and that it is in any measure 
proper for us to complain of this, will do well to read the sequel of 
this chapter with a candid, humble, inquiring mind. 

(9) ’ ’KffayyjX/a; yag . . viog, for this was the word of the pro¬ 
mise : u According to this time will T come f and Sarah shall have a 
son,” Gen. xviii. 10, 14. This shows who the children of the pro¬ 
mise were, that arc described in the preceding verse, viz., the de¬ 
scendants of Isaac the son thus promised. Hence the yag at the 
beginning of the verse. 2 D 
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Kara rbv xai^hv rourov, according to this time. In Hebrew the whole 
phrase runs thus : / y^m surely return or 

come hack to thee , when the time shall he renewed y Gen. xviii. 10. 
the word n»n seems to be simply an adjective, as the text now 
stands, and to mean living again y in the sense of being renewed . So 
Saadias, Trcmellius, Rosenmiiller, Gesenius, Winer, and Iholuck; 
comp. Gen. xvii. 21 and xviii. 14, "WO. The Sept, reads in this 
last case, sig rbv xa/giv rovrov dvaarfs-^oj rr^bg as eig ugag. What is meant 
by £/f ugag, unless it be exactly , at the very hour , I am unable to con¬ 
jecture. In regard to roDro v (which seems to be put for n *n), 0 ne 
almost spontaneously falls upon the conjecture, that the Sept, and 
Paul must have read njn in Gen. xviii. 10, 14, instead of ■‘Ijn ; which 
is by no means improbable, considering that the ancient manuscripts 
were destitute of vowel points, and that the two words and 
are so nearly alike. Fritsche and others compare rws with the 
%§6ve$ of Sophocles (Trach. 3.1159) where xai rrugwv vDvis added (as 
they aver) in the way of explanation. Thus construed the sense would 
be present time , i. c., when this time shall be again present. Reiclie 
accepts this explanation as satisfactory; but Tholuck (Bcitrage, &c. 
p. 68, seq.), in answer to Fritsche, has shown good reason to doubt 
the correctness of it. Zuv yjfivo$ appears to mean flourishing age. —I 
would suggest another interpretation still, viz., as at life-giving time; 
in which case the meaning would be, that God would again address 
her as a mother who gives life to, i. «., bears children. Comp, the 
sense of and (aw, in the lexicons. 

(10) The apostle having thus shown that the promised seed was 
not all the natural descendants of Abraham, but only a select part of 
them, he now advances a step farther, and goes on to show that not 
only did God make a distinction xurd rrgbdsaiv auroy among the natural 
descendants of Abraham, but that even among the descendants of him 
who was “ the Son of promise,” he made a like distinction; and this 
too, in a case where the respective merit or desert of the parties could 
not possibly be the ground of the distinction. Thus in respect to the 
descendants of Isaac, Jacob his younger son was chosen as the ob¬ 
ject of favour, and Esau the elder sou, who according to the custom 
of the patriarchs had higher rights, was rejected. Yea, this recep¬ 
tion of the one to special favour and the rejection of the other were 
determined on before the children were born, t. e. y before they could 
have done either good or evil, or (in other words) before they could 
have possessed any merit or demerit. Consequently the ar^saig of 
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God was according to his \xXoyrj and not e% egyuv or on the ground of 
merit. 

The reason why the apostle adds this example of God’s selecting 
the objects of his favour, to the one which he had already produced, 
seems to be this, viz., in order to prevent the objections which might 
be made in respect to the force of that example. The Jews might 
say: 1 As to Ishmael, he was only the son of a bond-woman, and 
therefore had no good title to be an heir of promise ; and as to the 
sons of Keturah, they were much younger than Isaac, who of course 
was entitled to the rights of primogeniture. On these grounds we 
may suppose the preference was given to Isaac.’ But in order to 
foreclose every thing of this nature, the apostle now produces an 
example of v\ xar ixXoy^v v^60e<fig. This effectually accomplishes his 
object. Esau was not only the son of Rebecca, the lawful, proper, 
and only wife of Isaac, but he was the elder son, and therefore 
entitled by usage to the rights of primogeniture. Yet notwithstand¬ 
ing nil this, Jacob was preferred to him, and was chosen as the rexvov 
rrjg hrayytXtag. 

The bearing which all this has on the main subject of the apostle, 
is plain. * If God did, xar ixXoyrjv, make such distinctions among 
the legitimate and proper children of Isaac, the son of promise , then 
the same God may choose, call, justify, and glorify those who are 
xXrirot in respect to the heavenly inheritance. If it is not unjust or 
improper, in one ease, to distribute favours xar a vgodunv avrou, then 
it is not in another,’ 

Ou fiovov be, and not only ; an elliptical expression in itself, which 
has been filled out in different ways by different critics. The most 
natural supplement seems to be roD™. Then the sentiment is : ‘Not 
only was such the case with Abraham, but also in respect to Re¬ 
becca, <&c.’ The use of ou fiovov be denotes advance to more cogent 
reasons still. Ou fiov ov 5?, xa) aXXd means, but not only is that true 
which I have already said, but also , &c. Reiehe and some other 
critics, with some versions, make the supplement after fiovov be to be 
thus : ‘ Not only did Sarah obtain a special promise respecting her 
son, but Rcbceca also/ This is allowable; but the other mode 
seems to me more facile and more fraught with meaning. 

'Pe/Sexxa forms here a kind of anacoluthon , L e the beginning of a 
sentence, the construction of which is afterwards changed, or (in 
other words) the sentence is not finished in the same manner in which 
it was begun. Here the natural grammatical construction would be, 
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w fi6vov (_3s roDroJ aXXa xa/' Pe/3sxxa, eg evhg xo irw syalej] . . . • • 

or; x. r. X. Instead however of Te/3sxxa (Dat.), vve have in the text 
'Pe/Ssxxa (Nom.) with which tyoxnsa agrees. But the construction 
thus begun in the Nominative, is not carried through. Instead of 
associating the Nom. 'PtjSsxxa with some following verb of which it 
might be the subject, the verb is afterwards employed, and the 
Dative required by it is made by a pronoun referring to 'Pe/Sexxa, 
viz., by avrfi. This mode of construction is frequent in Hebrew, 
where what is called the Nom. absolute is employed, to which a pro¬ 
noun in the sequel refers ; which pronoun is put in the case in which 
the verb or the nature of the sentence requires it to stand. Coinp. 
Acts vii. 40, 6 ojrog . . . ri y'syovov aurw. 

’Eg evbg xoiryv eyovea, accipiens semen unius viri . Literally xo/V?j. 
means cubile , bed; figuratively however it is employed to designate 
concubitus ; compare the Hebrew SHT concubitus seminis, 

(Gesen. effnsio seminis), Lev. xv. 16, 32. xviii. 20, 23. xxii. 4. In 
Lev. xviii, 23. alone is employed to designate the same idea. 
A clear case of such a usage, is in Num. v. 20 (Sept.). Ko/Vjjv lyovoa, 
there appears to mean literally, concubitum habeas; but the idea is 
conceiving .—’Eg evog, designates appropriately by whom, i. e., bp one , 
viz. Isaac ; which last word immediately follows in the context. 

(11) Td^illustrantis .— Ttwrifevruv, sc. rraihuv, which the mind spon¬ 
taneously supplies, by recurring back to eg ev); xoirr ,v s^oud'a. The 
whole phrase in the verse is a construction with the Genitive abso¬ 
lute ; which is a species of cinacvluthon ; see N. Test. Gramm. § 102. 

.... xaxov, neither having done any thing good or evil; a 
very important declaration in respect to its bearing on some of the 
controverted questions about hereditary depravity or original sin. It 
appears that when the words related in the next verse were spoken 
to Rebecca, the children in her womb had arrived to such a state or 
growth as that lifeand motion in them were perceived by the mother, 
Gen. xxv. 22, 23, t. e ., to the age of some five months, comp. Luke 
i. 24. At this period, then, the apostle declares that they had done 
neither good nor evil, i. c., they had as yet no positive moral character 
or (in other words) that there was as yet no development of their 
moral powers. The assertion is so clear and direct here, that I sec 
not how the force of it can be fairly evaded. And with the principle 
here developed, the tenor of other texts agrees ; e. g<, Is. vii. 15,16, 
comp. viii. 4. Deut. i. 39* Jonah iv. 11. That some knowledge ot law 
and its obligations should exist in order that positive sin can be com- 
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mitted, seems to be clearly decided by Rom. iv. 15, and to be plainly 
implied by James iv. 17. John ix. 41. 1 John iii. 4. Every man’s 
consciousness of the nature of moral guilt, moreover, seems spon¬ 
taneously to decide in accordance with these texts. But when 
children do arrive at such a growth of moral nature that they begin 
positively to sin, the Scripture docs not seem to have decided ; 1 
mean, that I have yet discovered no text where this point is fixed. 
The poetic and intensive expressions in Ps. li. 5, when compared with 
Ps. lviii. 3, will hardly establish the doctrine which many have sup¬ 
posed it to establish. Gen. viii. 21 decides no more, than that men 
begin very early to commit sin; and John iii. fi. Eph. ii. 3, and 
other texts of the like nature, decide only that men in a natural 
state, 2 . i., in an unregenerate or unsanctified state, are children of 
wrath and carnal ; which must be true, since they actually need 
regeneration. But no texts of this class can be.properly interpreted 
as definitely fixing the time when children begin to sin. 

The apostle, however, has here told us when sinning had NOT 
begun , in respect to Jacob and Esau. That they possessed powers 
or faculties , even in the womb, which were afterwards employed in 
committing sin when they were more fully developed, is undoubtedly 
true. But the power or faculty of sinning is one thing ; the com¬ 
mission of sin another. Adam in paradise, before his fall, certainly 
possessed the power or faculty of sinning, (else how could he sin as 
he did?) yet he was not guilty of sin because he possessed such a 
power, but for the abuse of it. It is not therefore the power which 
the Creator has given us, which makes us sinners; it is the abuse of 
it. God may be, and is, the author of our power to sin ; but he is 
not therefore the author of our sins. So young children may have 
all the powers adapted to sinning, without having yet sinned; for it 
will not be denied, that Jacob and Esau had the embryo of such 
powers in their early state, at the period when the apostle says that 
they had not committed any sin. And in the like way I should 
readily grant, that Jacob and Esau, even in their uterine state, had 
as a constituent part of their human nature an embryo susceptibility 
of feeling the power of sinful enticements; which in due time, and in 
the natural course of things, would be so developed as certainly to 
lead them to sin. But susceptibility of excitement to sin, is not real 
and actual sin. Adam in Paradise, before his fall, had this suscep¬ 
tibility in some degree; otherwise he never could have been tempted. 
But his fallen posterity possess this in a much higher degree, so that 
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before regeneration, all their moral acts are sinful. Yet the apostle 
has decided in our text, that such acts do not take place before 
birth. Excitability in respect to forbidden objects must be yielded 
to before it becomes actual sin ; or rather, the sin itself, is in the 
yielding, and not in the original disposition which God himself has 
given us. Disposition to sin, so far as it is created by our indulgence 
in it, may fairly be put to our account and reckoned as sin. But to 
count that as sin, which the Maker of heaven and earth himselt 
gave us, before all voluntary moral action, involves consequences 
that are of fearful aspect. If a constituent part of our original 
nature be sin, then who is the author of our nature ? Is sin pre¬ 
dicable of the body, or of the soul? And who is the u Father of our 
spirits?” But I must refer the reader to what is said relative to 
these topics, in my Excursus on Korn. v. 12—19. 

The object of the apostle, in here saying that the children had 
done wither good nor evil, is very plain, viz., to cast light on or to 
confirm the truths which he had disclosed in viii. 28—39. There 
all things are represented as contributing to the good of the zara 
‘7rgi&£<fiv xXtjto/, ver. 28, scq. Now if the Jew should object to this as 
being unaccountable, or as evincing partiality on the part of God, 
the apostle could of course foreclose this objection, by showing him 
that instances of the like nature (so far as the principle of them was 
concerned) are recorded in the Old Testament. In the case before 
us, the decision of God in respect to the future lot and privileges of 
Jacob and Esau, was not made by reason of any claims of merit or 
any grounds of demerit; for it was made before the children were 
born, and before they had done either good or evil. 

It should be noted that r\ here is less in accordance with the usual 
idiom than jurjbe (New Test. Grammar § 151. 2); which the Text, 
ltecept. has. It is, however, well supported by authority. 

Tva .... ex zaXovvrog, that the purpose of God according to election 
might stand, not of works , but of him that calleth . ‘h zar iz\oyr\v 
means, a purpose which proceeds from one's own free choice , 
one to which he is moved by internal, and not merely by cxtcmial 
causes or motives. It means here, a purpose which God did not 
entertain because he was moved to it by any thing which Jacob or 
Esau had done, or would do (oux e^ywv), but for reasons which he 
has not disclosed, and which pertain merely to himself. But let the 
reader beware, how he represents or even imagines these reasons 
to be arbitrary or ungrounded . This would be to represent the 
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divine conduct as utterly inconsistent with infinite wisdom and good¬ 
ness. 

Ouzel; eg?™, not of works, i. e ., not because of merit, not because 
of obedience yielded to the law of works, i. e., the law requiring 
good works.— ’AAX’ ex xa Xouvrog, but of him that calleth; i. e ., the ad¬ 
mission of the one to privileges, and the rejection of the other from 
them, proceed not from their personal desert, but from him who calls , 
i. e., chooses or selects men to be the objects of his special favour for 
reasons within himself. That such is the sentiment here, seems very 
plain; for the apostle has just asserted, that the decision of God in 
respect to the future condition and privileges of Jacob and Esau, 
was made before they were born, and before they had done either 
good or evil; and that it was so made, in order that God’s xar’ hXoyriv 
ir?6$6ffi{ might be stable , Heb. 

(12) But what is the thing decided in this case? ‘O fietfyv . . . 
eXdffoovi, the elder shall serve the younger; or rather the first-born 
shall serve the younger , i. e ., he who by right of primogeniture would 
take the precedence, he shall in fact be inferior or take the lower 
place. The precedence then of Jacob is established by this declara¬ 
tion; but in what respect? 

(13) In a .temporal one, it would seem, 90 far as this instance is 
concerned. Tbv , . . kfLi6r\Ga, Jacob have I loved , and Esau have 
I hated; i. e on Jacob have I bestowed privileges and blessings, such 
as are the proofs of affection; I have treated him as one treats a 
friend whom he loves; but from Esau have I withheld these privileges 
and blessings, and therefore treated him as one is wont to treat those 
whom he dislikes; comp. Mai. i. 2, 3, from which the quotation here 
is made, and where the prophet adds to the last clause (Tltfau e^/V^a) 
the following words, and laid his mountains and his heritage waste . 
That the whole refers to the bestowment of temporal blessings and 
the withholding of them, is clear not only from this passage, but 
from comparing Gen. xxv. 23. xxvii. 27—29, 37—40. As to epi- 
two,, its meaning here is rather privative than positive . When the 
Hebrews compared a stronger affection with a weaker one, they 
called the first love and the other hatred; comp, Gen. xxix. 30, 31. 
Deut. xxi. 15. Prov. xiii. 24. Matt. vi. 24. Luke xiv. 26 comp, with 
Matt. x. 37. Glass. Rhet. Sac. lib. III. tr. 3. can. 19. 

After all, this does not answer the question: What is the ultimate 
object of the apostle in making his appeal to such an instance of xor 
*xXoy>h tr/f? Must not this answer be, that he docs so in order 
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to justify and support what he had said in chap. viii. 28—39 ? And 
surely what he has there said does not relate merely to temporal 
condition or privileges, but to effectual calling , to justifying and glo - 
rifying. All however which is decided is, that God, in either case, 
does not bestow his blessings on the ground of merit, (for how can 
any sinner be blessed on such a ground ?) but for reasons known only 
to himself, and which are ah intra , not ab extra. 

Those who contend against this sentiment, contend against what 
is every day exhibited before their eyes. Why was this man bom 
white, and that one black ? Why is this child born and nurtured in 
the bosom of a pious family, and that one in the midst of robbers and 
murderers? The children had done neither “ good nor evil,” when 
their lot was decided. This no one can deny. Then, in the next 
place, is not their eternal condition connected with their means of 
grace, their pious nurture, their present condition and associations in 
life? And who placed them in their present condition ? 

How easy now to multiply such questions indefinitely; and the 
answer must at last resolve the whole into divine sovereignty . The 
world is full of that which teaches this doctrine. All nature speaks 
it, and speaks it loudly too; no less so than the Bible itself. Yet 
with all this, the Bible plainly recognizes the freedom of men, and 
attributes to themselves their own destruction. The world say that 
there is contradiction here ; but if there be, the naturalist has as 
really to contend with its difficulties as the advocate for revelation. 
However, there can in reality be no contradiction or absurdity in two 
things which are both true . All the difficulty lies in us. Being 
ignorant of the manner in which predestination and free agency can 
be reconciled, we are prone to think that they are irreconcileable. 
When will men learn, that their ignorance is not the measure of 
truth! 

One cannot but contemplate with regret the efforts of some cri¬ 
tics to evade the plain, philological (and for my own part I must say, 
inevitable) meaning of the chapter on which we are commenting. 
It seems to me, however, that I perceive in some sober-minded and 
judicious men, a radical mistake in their conceptions respecting 
predestination. They transfer to it analogies from the material world; 
and then they seem to feel that it is but another name for fate or des¬ 
tiny. They conceive of a decretum absoluttun as involved in it, 
which, as they view it, is neither more nor less than a decree without 
any reason, a mere arbitrary decision. With such views, they reject 
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the doctrine of predestination ; and rightly, if it does indeed involve 
all this. That this however is a very imperfect and erroneous view 
of the subject, is what I fully believe, and what I have endeavoured 
to show in the statements above. 

Finally, I remark, that those who refer the preferences given to 
Jacob over Esau so exclusively to temporal blessings and privileges, 
as to maintain that the sentiment of the whole passage can prove at 
the most merely that such privileges and blessings are granted to 
Christians, and nothing more, by the election of God, would do well 
to read over again the first five verses of this chapter, where Jews, 
in possession of all these privileges, are counted as reprobates and as 
exposed to the anathema of the Lord Jesus Christ. Does the election 
of God then amount to nothing more, than to leave men after all to 
perish who are his chosen saints ? 


CHAP. IX. 14—29. 


TriE sum of the sentiments advanced in verses 14—29, appears to be this: * No one has any 

right to cull in question the disposal which the Creator, Governor, nnd rightful Lord of all things 
makes of his creatures, or to charge him with injustice on account of it. It does not become the 
creature to find fault with his Maker, in respect to the manner in which he lias been made. But 
not to make tbe appeal solely to then^/it as a sovereign, which God has overall liis creatures; 
wiiat ground of objection can be alleged against the divine proceedings, when God endures with 
much long-suffering the rebellious and contumacious, not speedily cutting them off as they de¬ 
serve, but waiting, and giving them space for repentance ? Comp. ltev. ii. 21. 2 Pet. iii. 9. Ezek. 
xviii. 23, 32. xxxiii, 11. Lam. iii. 23. l Pet. iii. 20. Why should we complain, if God, in order 
to display Ids abounding mercy, chooses from among the perishing, both Jews and Gentiles, 
those on whom he will bestow his grace? The ancient Scriptures do repeatedly testify that he 
■would do this.’ 

All tills is In the way of answer to the objection made by the Jew against the assertions and 
arguments of the apostle. Taul affirms, that * God Is at liberty to choose, and does choose, the 
objects of his grace when and wliero he pleases ; that he selects these from among the Gentiles 
as well us the Jews ; that lie is bound by no promises or covenant, to confine his goodness to 
the natural descendants of Abraham; and that in abandoning some of the impenitent to the 
Just reward of their deeds, in permitting them to become hardened under the dealings of his 
providence or hie grace, and waiting with long-suflering for their amendment, God does nothing 
to which any one can justly otyect, or with which lie can reasonably And fault. 



426 


ROMANS IX. 14 . 


All this, too, i 9 plainly connected wilh the subject discussed in viii. 20, seq.; and it la de- 
eigned as an illustration and defence of llic principle there avowed, viz., the sovereignty of God 
in selecting the objects of his mercy, not his arbitrary choice of them, but a choice which rests on 
grounds unknown to us. Surely verse 23 here doe3 not respect the mere external call or privi¬ 
lege of the saints ; for how can a irpo»?Toijiu<rev elr 4 6 f a v be so construed ? If this is clear (and 
I oannot think any considerate and candid man will venture to deny that it is), then it follows 
of course, that the antithesis in verse 22 has respect, not to temporal up?'/*' merely, hut to future 
misery also, i. e., to the whole penally of sin. If all this he clear, then is it equally so, that the 
object of the apostle in this chapter, is not merely to vindicate the divine proceedings in regard 
to giving or withholding favours in the present world, but also in respect to the future lot of both 
saints nnd sinners. When saints are made the objects of grace, the exceeding richness of that 
grace is displayed ; und when sinners are hardened and become prepared for destruction under 
the dealings of God’s providence and grace with them, it is still true that the long-suffering of 
God is manifested in delcrring their punishment. So the texts cited above lead us to conclude 
respecting God's dealings with them; and so all the views of his benevolent character which the 
Jliblc gives, would naturally lead us to conclude. 

Whatever then mny be the nature of his agency in regard to the hardening of sinners and 
fitting them for destruction, we are necessarily led to the conclusion, that it is not 6uch as makes 
him chargeable with the guilt of their sins in any manner or measure; it is not such as detracts 
from thcir/rcc agency, the voluntariness of their transgressions,.the moral guilt which they incur, 
or the responsibility which followB it. The Scriptural doctrine of reprobation (os it is called) 
(•ferns then to be this, viz., that God, for reasons not given to us, does bestow his special grace 
cm some, i. e., hath mercy on whom he trill have mercy, while he leaves others voluntarily to harden 
themselves and to become ripe for destruction, although he waits long to be gracious, and does 
not execute his judgments as speedily as they deserve them. 

If any still decline to receive this as the sentiment of the present chapter, nnd maintain that 
the whote has reference merely to the distinctions made by Providence in the present world, it is 
incumbent on them to show that the context, e.g., chap. viii. 29, seq., leads toBuch a discussion. 
It is also incumbent on them to show, how God can any more be justified for such a distributing 
and withholding of his favours in respect to the jrresent world, than in respect to the future world 
The Saviour says (Luke xvi. 10): “ lie that is unjust in the least, is unjust in much.” If the 
distributing and withholding favours in the manner stated by the apostle, be in itself unjust, God 
can no more be vindicated for so doing in respect to the present world, than in respect to the 
Allure world. Indeed wc eanuot separate the one from the other. In respect to those who deny 
that the present cliupter has a reference to a future state, let me ask, whether the circumstances 
in which men are placed in tlic .prraraf world, have not a bearing on the fuhtre world? One is 
born and nurtured in the bosom of a pious family, and lives surrounded by pious influence, all 
of which is the ordering of Providence in respect to his lot; another is born in a family of thieves 
nnd murderers, and nurtured among them, and lives without God and without hope in the 
world. Has the eternal state of these individuals no intimate connection with such circumstances? 
One is born in a heathen land, and another in a Christian; surely their own act did not con¬ 
trol the place or circumstances of their birth. Has this no bearing on tbeir eternal condition? 
Is God just then, who makes 6uch distinctions? It is a question we must meet; substantially 
we have to meet It, if we resort even to Theism for u reftige from difficulties. And when those 
who hold to the mere temporal relation of the chapter before us, can clear up the difficulties 
that attend this, even on their own principles; then it will be time to speak with more con¬ 
fidence than they can now with propriety feel, against the views of such as differ from them. 


(14) T/ ouv IgoZfLtv; language which Paul puts into the mouth of the 
objecting Jew.—M?? adm/a wagci rfi ©e£ ; a very natural question for 
one whose mind is perplexed and offended with the doctrine of divine 
sovereignty, and the dispensation of favours on the part of God xar« 
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v eofofiv aurou. If God has dispensed them independently of any merits 
on the part of man, and for reasons known only to himself, it seems 
to an unhumbled and carnal man that he has dispensed them in a 
merely arbitrary manner, without any regard to justice or propriety. 
How easy it is to feel difficulties and raise questions on this perplex¬ 
ing subject, fact shows. From the time of the apostle down to the 
present hour, the same questions have been repeated and the same 
difficulties felt. That some of those who have maintained the doc¬ 
trine of divine sovereignty, have, at times, given occasion for their 
opponents to charge on them representations of such a nature as to 
make predestination amount to fate or destiny , and xa r ixXoy^v irgi- 
Dtff/s to amount to arbitrary decision—is what I feel unable to deny. 
In some treatises on reprobation , enough that stands exposed to such 
a charge, or to something very much like it, may be found. But to 
argue from such expressions as riv’ ErraD an actual hatred, like 

that which men cherish toward one another, would be a great abuse 
indeed of the sound principles of exegesis. On the same ground, one 
might prove that it is our duty actually and positively to hate 
father, mother, wife, children, brethren, sisters, yea, and our ovrn 
lives or ourselves also, and that we cannot be Christians without so 
doing, if be should urge the literal meaning of Luke xiv. 26, and 
other texts of the same tenor. God cannot hate more humano any 
thing which he has made, and therefore he cannot hate man, who 
is made in his own image. Consult for a moment, Rom. v. 8—10. 
John iii. 16, 17. Tit. iii, 4, 5. So the Wisdom of Solomon xi. 24 : 
“ Thou lovest all beings, and abhorrest nothing which thou hast 
made, neither hatest any thing which thou hast created.*’ But still, 
God may and does hate sin; he may and will punish it; he may 
treat sinners therefore as if he hated them, i. e ., he may inflict evil 
or suffering upon them. In the future world, he never does this but 
in consequence of actual guilt, and in proportion to that guilt; but in 
the present world, trouble and sorrow may be brought on men as the 
instruments of trying them, of purifying them, of humbling them, 
and this without being proportioned by the simple principles of 
retribution; for sufferings and trials here are not always in the way 
of simple retribution. In all this God acts Kara vrgoOtav aurou ; yet 
Certainly not in an arbitrary manner and without any good reason 
(therefore not on the ground of a decretum absolutum in the rigid 
sense of this phrase), but still, in a manner which we cannot explain, 
because his particular reasons are as yet unknown to us. But can 
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our want of knowledge establish against him a charge of injustice ? 
Most surely not. 

(15) That God does dispense his favours withoutbeing moved thereto 
Dy any merit on the part of him who receives them, is clearly estab¬ 
lished, and is designed to be confirmed, by the quotation which Paul 
makes from the Old Testament.— ysvotro .... oiy.nhcj t not at all; 
for he saith to Moses: u I will have mercy on whomsoever 1 will have 
mercy; and I will shoiv compassion to whomsoever I will show com¬ 
passion” In other words : ( 1 choose the objects of favour where I 
please, for reasons known only to myself. None of the human race 
have merited my approbation and reward; and none being entitled 
to them on the ground of merit, I may properly bestow my favours 
where and when I please.* Why is not this both true and just? 
Is there any abrsJa here? Out of a hundred criminals who have all 
deserved death, may not a wise and benevolent government, for rea¬ 
sons entirely within itself, choose some as the objects of pardon, 
while others are given up to the punishment which the law enjoins? 
I am fully aware of the opposition made by the natural heart to 
such a proceeding on the part of God ; but I am not aware how the 
fact that God does this can be reasonably denied, nor how injustice 
can with any propriety be charged upon him because he does it. 

The quotation is from Ex. xxxiii. 19. t The reasoning of the apo¬ 
stle is simply this : ‘God cannot be unjust because he distributes his 
favours xara rrg o(k<j7k auroD, and without reference to the merits of the 
individuals concerned. The Old Testament inculcates the same 
doctrine; and to the decisions of their own Scriptures the Jews surely 
will not object.’ The yug at the beginning of the verse intimates 
that the writer applies the quotation in this mauner. 

(16) "A pcc ovv... . ©sou, consequently or it follows, therefore , [that 
JxXo yn is not obtained] by him that willeth , or him that runneth , but 
through the mercy of God. That \xKoyi) is here to be supplied, may 
be seen by looking back to verse 11. * The Gen. SsXoi/ro;, x. r. X. is 
the Gen. of agent or cause. — QsXovro; probably has reference to the 
wish of Abraham in Gen. xvii. 18. xxi. 11.' seems to refer 

to Esau’s haste to prepare food for Isaac; see Gen. xxvii. 1 seq. 
’EXeouvros refers to the quotation Paul had just made. The sentiment 
of the whole is, that God bestows his favours not because they are 
first merited or acquired by effort, either of stroug desire or of strenu¬ 
ous action, but because he has mercy on those who are the objects 
of his favour. This does not imply (as it has frequently been thought 
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to Imply), that let men merit ever so much, i. e., desire salvation 
ever so much, or labour for it ever so strenuously, all this will be 
of no account with God; and that he will bestow mercy in a manner 
merely arbitrary, and irrespectively of all works or character on the 
part of the sinner. On the contrary it implies, that before sinners 
are made the objects of his special mercy, they are a dead in tres¬ 
passes and sins,” that they are " by nature children of wrath and 
disobedience,” that “what is born of the flesh is flesh,” that “ the 
carnal mind is enmity against God, is not subject to his law, nor 
indeed can beconsequently, that the case here supposed (of previ¬ 
ous merit and effort) never exists. And in fact, it never does exist. 
It is God’s mercy which first disposes sinners to will and to do (Phil. ii. 
13. Eph. ii. 1. Rom. v. 6—10). How then can his mercy be 
bestowed in consequence of their previous merits? The thing is 
plainly beyoud reasonable question; it is impossible. 

All this, however, does not disprove the doctrine that good works 
will be rewarded ; which is certainly and plainly a Scripture doc¬ 
trine. But what are good works? Those which are done before 
conversion, or after it ? Surely the latter. But in respect to the 
reward of Christians for evangelical good works, the apostle is not 
here speaking. What he says, has respect to the fore-knowing , fore¬ 
ordaining, calling , justifying , and glorifying , mentioned in viii. 29, 
seq. All this is not on the ground of merit, but of pure gratuity ; 
and consequently it is rov eXs ouvro; &sov. The fact that good works 
themselves are rewarded, is itself a part of this pure system or plan 
of grace; for it is only the works of those who are sanctified, which 
are reputed good in the Scripture sense, i, e., holy, acceptable to God; 
and even the best of these are imperfect, so that they could not claim 
any reward on their own account and on principles of legal merit. 
The law allows of no imperfection. It requires us “to love God with 
all the heart, and our neighbour as ourselves.” Now as no man on 
earth has ever done this (Jesus only excepted), so no man has ever 
been in a condition to advance a claim to reward on the ground of 
law, in any age or country of the world. Consequently, the fact that 
the good works of saints arc rewarded, is a matter of gratuity and 
not of legal claim. But still, this part of the subject is not what the 
apostle is here discussing; and consequently what he says here, is 
not to be regarded as at all interfering with or contradicting what he 
says on the subject of good works being rewarded, in other parte of 
his writings. 
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As to the general sense of 5eXo*ros, it indicates desirCy wishing . 
Tgs%ovrog is used to designate strenuous effort . In such a sense it 
often designates Christian efforts; e,g., 1 Cor. ix. 24, 26. Heb. xii. 1. 
Phil. ii. 16. iii. 14. Gal. ii. 2. v. 7, &c. 'E/.touvro; here is designed 
to convey the idea, that our blessings originate from God’s compas¬ 
sion, love, and mercy, and are not bestowed on account of our own 
deserts. To construe this in such a manner as to exclude the idea 
of gratuitous reward for obedience and good works, in the sense 
above stated, would be to depart widely from the meaning of the 
writer; whose design is to affirm, that man’s salvation is to be attri¬ 
buted solely to the mercy of God, and not to any merit of his own. 

It may be proper to remark, that so plain is the sentiment above 
exhibited by the words of the apostle here, that some critics very far 
removed from belief in the doctrines of the Reformation, have felt 
compelled to acknowledge that Paul has here advanced the doctrine 
of election or decrees. So Ammon, Riickert, Usteri, and others. 

(17) The preceding verse, although comprising a sentiment which 
is very disagreeable to the natural heart and to the pride of unsanc¬ 
tified men, is still more easily acquiesced in than the one now before 
us, which has been the theme of great contention, and the occasion 
of not a little unguarded and hazardous assertion. Let us first in¬ 
vestigate the language, 

Asytt yetg q yoatpi) rip tbaga'J), for the Scripture saith to Pharaoh , 
instead of the formula for God saith to Pharaoh . So Gal. iii. 8, 22. 
iv. 30. What the Scripture says, God says, for trutsa ygatpri Ssgxveu- 
<rro g, L e.y it is the word of God . So the Rabbins frequently exchange 
the two formulas of quotation, ">0^ the Name [God] says, and 
nmsn the Scripture says; both of which are designated by the 
abbreviations —The yu% here stands before a quotation which 

is designed to confirm the doctrine of the divine sovereignty. 

"Or/ tig . . . Svva/Miv (j,au,for this very purpose have 1 roused thee up , 
that I might exhibit my poiver. Paul has departed from the Septua- 
gint version, which runs thus : evsxsv roZro 5/sr?^3?j;, ha sv <soi 

ri\\> Icyjjv (jjov ; so that Paul substitutes k^fyzi»a for 3/6r7jP^7jc, orwc for 
ha, and duva.u/v for hyf v. The apostle seems plainly to have made a 
translation of his own, independently of the Septuagint; and one 
which, on the whole, was better adapted to the purpose of his argu¬ 
ment here, and equally accordant with the original Plebrew, or 
rather, more strictly accordant with it. 

For ascertaining the sense then of e%r,ysiga (on which the tenor of 
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the whole passage depends), we must not take dterti^figfor a commen¬ 
tary on it here, inasmuch as the apostle has rejected this verb and 
preferred another, for the sake (as it would seem) of a nearer ac¬ 
cordance with the meaning of the original Hebrew in this particular 
passage. What then is the sense of i^eye/gu, as employed in Hellen¬ 
istic Greek ? Passow has not inserted this word in his classical 
lexicon; although it is certainly a classical word, for Xenophon 
employs it, Cyrop. VIII. 7. 2. In the Septuagint it is a very com¬ 
mon word, being used some seventy times. In none of these cases 
does it mean to create, to produce, to raise up, in the sense of bring¬ 
ing into being, &c.; so that those who construe <re, I have 

created thee or brought thee into existence (Beza: Feci ut existeres), 
do that which is contrary to the Hellenistic usus loquendi . Augus¬ 
tine, Calvin, Gomar, Parasus, and even Reiche, defend the same 
opinion as Beza. 

In the Septuagint, ige yeigto is employed throughout in the sense 
of arousing, exciting, rousing up, waking up, frotn, &c», with slight 
shades of variation in meaning, according to the connection and the 
adjuncts of the verb. Accordingly it is employed by the Septuagint 
to translate the Hebrew Pi?!?, to rouse up, or to wake up, i. e., from 
sleep, Ps. iii. 5. Lxxii. 20. cxxxviii. 18. Jer. xxxi. 26. li. 39. Dan. xii, 
2. In the like manner it stands for to wake up or rouse up from 
sleep; Gen. xxviii. 16. xli. 22. Judg. xvi. 15, 21. Ps. lxxvii. 71. 
With these meanings it is used intransitively. But the principal 
use of it is transitive; in which case it is employed to designate the 
idea of rousing up one’s self to action, exciting or rousing up others 
to action, exciting or rousing Up any thing, animate or inanimate, to 
do this or that; e. g., Judges v. 12. Ps. vii. 7. xxxiv. 26. lvi. 11. 
lxxix. 3. evii. 2. Cant. iv. 16. Jer. 1. 41. Joel iii. 9. Zecli. xiii. 7, 
&c.; and so in the like manner forty-two times; see Trommii Con¬ 
cord. in verbum, No. 11, In all these cases it corresponds to the 
Hebrew "W, &c. In seven other cases it corresponds to 

when this word is used in a sense altogether synonymous with that 
of e. g., Num. x. 35. 2 Sam. xii. 11. 1 Kings xi. 14. Est. viii. 
5. Ps. cxviii. 62. Hab. i. 6. Zeeh. xi. 16. Throughout all these, 
the idea is uniform, viz., that of rousing , exciting , stirring up, ren¬ 
dering active, urging to activity, in a word, in the sense of bringing 
out of a state of rest or inaction or inefficiency into a contrary state, 
i. e., in the sense of exciting . 

Twice only have the Seventy employed e^yuoa, where the mean- 



432 


ROMANS XI. 17 . 


ing might perhaps be thought doubtful. In Prov. xxv. 24, . . 

t geye/gei vtcpri, the wind raiseth up clouds . The Hebrew verb is 
bcgetteth or bringeth forth. But the sense of here in the 

Septuagint, is plainly the usual one. So also in Ezek. xxi. 16. 
(Ileb. xxi. 21), e^eyei^rat corresponds to (from 1JJJ) » but still it 
has the sense of excite , and this meaning corresponds substantially 
with the Hebrew, although not literally. 

In the New Testament we have only one example besides that 
before us, where efyyeigu is used, viz., 1 Cor. vi. 14, where it is clearly 
used to designate the action of rousing from the sleep of death, 
raising or exciting from a state of inaction or death. 

On the whole, then, the sense of the Greek word is altogether 
clear, and subject to no well grounded doubt. It means to rouse up y 
to excitCf to stir up y in any manner or for any purpose. But does the 
Hebrew word in Ex. ix. 16, which corresponds to i^yei^a, admit of 
euch a sense. 

The Hebrew word is Hiphil of IP?; which usually 

means (in Kal) to stand , to stand fast , to continue , to stand up y &c. 
In Hiphil (TCyPl)^ it means to make to stand , to place , also to keep 
standing , to persevere or continue in standing. Tholuck and others 
have laboured to show that has the usual Hiph. sense in 

Ex. ix. 16. That the Hebrew word might have such a sense, is 
sufficiently plain from 1 Kings xv. 4. 2 Chr. ix. 8. Prov. xxix. 4. 
2 Chr. xxxv. 2. And so the Kal conjugation not unfrequently means 
to continue , to remain in standing: e . g. y Ex. ix. 28. Lev. xiii. 5. 
Dan. x. 17. But although the Hebrew word 'rncjWl might have 
the sense which Tholuck and others assign to it, yet the Greek word 
e&ye'i a, which Paul uses, can hardly have such a sense put upon it. 
I have been able to find no example of a usus loquendi that would 
justify this exegesis. 

The principal question still remains : Has ever the sense 

of exciting , arousing , like the l^ye/ga of the apostle? If so, then 
we may presume the apostle chose this Greek word, in deliberate 
preference to the of the Septuagint. 

Instances of this nature are clear. So in Neh. vi. 7, 
thou hast roused up or excited the prophets, &c. So Dan. xi. 11, 13, 
and he shall excite or rouse up a great multitude, &c. W e 
can have little reason, then, to doubt that the apostle had such a 
meaning of'rnipy/Jin view, when he rendered it ; for this 

Greek word is fairly susceptible of no other meaning. In accord- 
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ance therefore with this result respecting the meaning of igeye/fw, I 
have translated thus : For this very purpose have I roused thee up. 

“Orrcds . ... rfj yi), that I might show forth my power and declare 
my name in all the earth or in all the land , viz., of Egypt. The 
consequence of Pharaoh’s conduct was, that the Hebrews were 
brought out of Egypt by signal divine interposition, exhibited in the 
various plagues inflicted on Egypt after the declaration recorded 
here, i. e ., the hail, the locust, the extraordinary darkness, the smit¬ 
ing of the first born among the Egyptians, the drowning of Pharaoh 
and his host in the Red Sea, &c., Ex. ix. 1(3, seq. Such interposi¬ 
tions caused the power and glory of Jehovah to be known through 
all the land of Egypt. Or if all the earth be construed as having a 
still more extensive sense, one might justify this by observing, that 
the Scriptures themselves now diffused so widely through the world, 
the Koran read and revered by many millions, the Greek author 
Artapanus (Euseb. Praep. Evang. IX. 29), also Diodorus Siculus 
(llibl. III. 39), and the Latin Trogus (Justin. Hist. XXXVI. 2), 
all speak of the wonders which were done in Egypt, and the over¬ 
throw of Pharaoh there. 

(18) 'Ag* oov . . . . dTtXrjPvvst, therefore hath he mercy on ivhom he 
will have mercy , and whom he will he hardeneth. A conclusion of 
the apostle’s, and not the«words of the objector, as some have inti¬ 
mated. This is clear from what is immediately subjoined by Paul: 

£6/5 ouy fiat, x. r. A; which of course implies, that what precedes had 
been spoken by the apostle, and not by the objector. 

On the nature and force of the conclusion here drawn, I have al¬ 
ready remarked in commenting on verse 16. As to <rxX?j£u«/, Ram- 
bach, Carpzov, andErncsti have endeavoured to show that it means 
here to deal hardly with . They appeal to 2 Chron. x. 4, and Job 
xxxix. 16 in order to confirm this; but in the first instance the sense 
is to make hardy to render gj'ievous; in the second, the Hebrew is 
OVi? 1 ? and the Sept. acrotfxA^uvw, and the sense harmonizes substan¬ 
tially with the obvious one in the verse before us. I see, therefore, 
no proper philological method of construing cxX^muy but in the way 
already intimated above. 

(19) ’Ege/j; ouv . . . . uvOtffrqxe; Thou wilt say to me , then: Why doth 
he still find faulty for who hath resisted his ivill? The apostle ex¬ 
pected, as a matter of course, that the principles which he had just 
asserted would be met with objections such as he now produces. On 
what ground did ha expect this ? It was doubtless because he had. 

2 E 
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Baid something which seemed to imply what the objector here inti¬ 
mates. “Whom he will, he hardeneth,” says Paul. ‘Then why 
blame men for being hardened ? How is this inconsistent with what 
God wills V is the reply of the objector; and this contains a senti¬ 
ment, which has been repeated from the time when Paul wrote bis 
epistle, down to the present hour. The objection seems to be for¬ 
midable at first view ; yet all its seeming importance is^derived from 
carrying along to the consideration of the divine dealings towards us, 
analogies borrowed from causeand effect in respect to material things 
It does not follow, because God by his infinite goodness and almighty 
power will convert the wicked deeds of the sinner into means of pro¬ 
moting his own glory, that the sinner may not be called to an account 
and punished for the evil which he intended. It does not follow 
because a wise and benevolent government may convert the crime of 
some individuals into a means of furthering the public good, that the 
criminals in question do not deserve punishment. Supposing then 
that there is a sense, in which sin is made even the instrument of 
accomplishing the wise and holy purposes of God and the greatest 
good of his creatures, it does not follow, that the sinner who had 
malignant purposes in view is not deserving of punishment, nor that 
there is not an important sense in which he has resisted the will of God. 

(20) Mevouvys, at vero , verum enimvero , but stilly however. This 
compound particle is found elsewhere in the New Testament only in 
Luke xi. 28. and Pom. x. 18. Suidas explains it by rb dXr,t)h, or 
paXXov /th ouv, i. e., verily or the rather then , Here the sense seems 
to be then rather ; and the construction or sense of the passage is 
thus ; 1 Then , i. e., in case you do thus say, I may rather say, i. e., 
I Lave a still better right to say, Who art thou, &c. T —20 r/; si 
. . . 0s£; who art thou that repliest against God , t. e., who sayest 
something that charges him with acting wrongly or improperly? It 
will be observed here, that the apostle, in answer to the objector, does 
not endeavour at all to explain how it is that God should harden 
sinners, and yet-siuncrs be guilty of their own ruin ; in other words, 
he does not attempt any metaphysical conciliation of divine sove¬ 
reignty and control with human freedom and moral responsibility. 
He evidently takes for granted that the facts which he had been 
stating were true, and could not be contradicted, lienee he finds 
fault with the objector, because he charges God rashly and irreve¬ 
rently with having dealt hardly or unjustly by his creatures. He 
continues this remonstrance in the sequel, by quoting from the Old 
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Testament and applying to the object before him passages, which 
serve strongly to confirm the right of the Creator on the one hand 
to dispose of his creatures, and the duty of his creatures on the other 
to bow in submission before him. Would it not be well for those 
who are to teach the doctrines of Paul, at the present time, to walk 
in his steps, and to deal with objectors in the same manner as he has, 
by showing them their presumption from the Scripture, rather than 
by appealing to metaphysical explanations in order to remove the 
difficulties suggested? 

Mt} egi? .... ooTug; shall the thing formed say to him who formed 
it , why hast thou made me thus ? A quotation ad sensum from the 
passage in Is. xlv. 9, or xxix. 16; for it does not literally follow the 
words of either. The design of this quotation is, to stop the mouth 
of the objector who inquires : u Why doth he find fault then, for 
who hath resisted his will ? ’ The implication in this of wrong on 
the part of God, in bestowing blessings on some which he withholds 
from others, and in advancing some to glory while he leaves others to 
hardness of heart and to the punishment consequent upon it,—this 
implication the apostle meets by appeal to the language of the 
Scriptures, in regard to the sovereignty of God over the works of his 
hands : ‘ Has the creature a right to call in question the Creator, by 
whose power he was formed, and by whoso goodness he is pre¬ 
served and nurtured ? Should he reproach his Creator, because he 
has endowed him with the nature which he possesses V It is as 
much as to say: i Even supposing there was some ground for the ob¬ 
jection winch you make, I might reply in the language of Scripture 
and ask, whether it is proper and becoming for a creature to summon 
the Creator before his tribunal, and to pass sentence of condemns 
tion upon him.’ Viewed in this light, it is a kind of argumentum ad 
hominem; applicable indeed to all who make the like objection in 
the like spirit, but specially adapted to stop the mouth of the haughty 
and presumptuous Jew, who, in Paul’s time, was indignant that God 
should be represented as making the Gentiles the objects of his spe¬ 
cial favour. In appealing, however, to the sovereignty of God the 
Creator, Paul cannot with any propriety be considered as asserting or 
intimating, that God is arbitrary in any of his dealings with his crea¬ 
tures, or that lie ever makes any arrangement in respect to them with¬ 
out wise, and good, and sufficient reasons. It would be altogether in¬ 
congruous to suppose,'that the apostle did ever think or assert, that a 
Being infinitely holy, and wise, and just, and good, would act without 
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the best of reasons for acting; although, indeed, these reasons might 
not be given to us. It should be remarked here, also, that it is only 
when a proud and contumacious spirit lifts up itself, like that of the 
Jew in the context, that an appeal to a direct and sovereign right of 
God, is made by the sacred writers, in order to abash and repress 
such arrogant assumption. 

(21) But one quotation does not satisfy the apostle’s ardour tore- 
press the objector. He makes a second one ( ad sensum again, not 
ad literarri) from Jer. xviii. 6, comp. ver. 4, which by another image 
inculcates the same sentiment as before. Tl o'j-/. . . . an/x/a v ; Hath 
not the potter power over the clay , to make out of the same lump one 
vessel to honour and another to dishonour ? i, e. f one vessel for a use 
which is deemed honourable, and another for one deemed dishonour¬ 
able ; comp. Jer. xviii. 4. i Even so (the apostle would say) are all 
men in the hands of God, and at his disposal;’ comp. Jer. xviii. 0. 
In other words : ( Who can call in question his right to dispose of us 
as it seems good in bis sight ? The indecorum and contumacy of so 
doing must be apparent to all.’ 

The Jew, however, regarded his nation as the fu^a/xa from which 
none but r//uij$ could be formed. But the apostle lets him know, 
that God could make, and had made, the Gentiles also a f yaa/ta from 
which the like vessels were formed. The same God also makes un¬ 
believers among the Jews to be msCjj hyrj;, as well as unbelievers 
among the Gentiles. He chooses the objects of his mercy or of his 
justice where he judges best, not arbitrarily, but still for reasons 
which are not revealed to us.— It is singular that Beiche should say 
here : u The occasion to make use of this comparison, the comparison 
itself, and the particular expressions made use of, permit us to think 
of nothing but the absolute, independent, and irresistible moral pre¬ 
paration of men [for destruction]; and render it impossible to explain 
the words as referring to any other kind of divine action, or to inter¬ 
pret them in the sense of co-operation.” In other words, he leaves 
Paul here, on the spur of the occasion, to teach fully and directly 
the doctrine of fatalism , and to make but one real agent in the uni¬ 
verse. Did Paul thus contradict himself? 

(22) E/ d's x. r. X. It is evident to any one who will atten¬ 
tively read vers. 22—24, that the sense remains incomplete, i. e., the 
sentence (or sentences) is unfinished; which form of writ ingthe Greeks 
called avaxoXvOov. But what must be supplied in order to complete 
the sense of these verses, is not sufficiently plain to command the un- 
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animous consent of interpreters. Without delaying to recite different 
opinions, I would merely say, that at the end of vers. 22—24, it seems 
to me plain the question in ver. 20 is to be repeated, viz., ed rf$ e/ t 6 
avrarroxgiv6jj,evog rQ 0e£J ; Whether you repeat this question at the 
end of verse 22, or here and also at the end of verse 24, seems to be 
of little importance; for the sense in each case would be substan¬ 
tially the same. The sum of the sentiment thus explained is: ‘ If 
God, in order that he might exhibit his punitive justice and sove¬ 
reign power, endures with much long-suffering the wickedness of the 
impenitent and rebellious who are worthy of divine indignation; and 
if he has determined to exhibit his rich grace toward the subjects of 
his mercy w T hom he has prepared for glory, even toward us, 
ypuc) whom he has called (viii. 30), Gentiles as well as Jews; [who 
art thou, that repliest against the divine proceedings in respect to 
all this?’ 

The whole passage is elliptical; and besides this, there is an enal- 
lage of construction at the beginning of verse 23 (in xai ha yvugfop) 
which will require further notice. I proceed from this general view, 
to examine the words. 

E/ 5.% if then , or if now; i. e., since God is the supreme Lord of all 
things, and all his creatures arc at his disposal by a sovereign and 
entire right (verses 20, 21) ; if noiv y determining to display his puni¬ 
tive justice and power, he has endured, &c. Ac f oralioni continu- 
a?id(c inservit.’ Reiehe construes ds as adversative here to verse 14. 
Hut this makes the connection much more obscure, and it seems to 
be quite unnecessary; I regard Be as the sign of an additional illus¬ 
tration or confirmation of the sentiments just advanced. The con¬ 
nection of thought seems to be this: ‘If the sovereign Lord of all 
creatures, who may dispose of them as he pleases, does still endure 
with much long-suffering the wickedness of some of them, and by 
all this determines to display his punitive justice, who can justly 
find fault with his proceedings ? 

GeXwv, willing , determining , designing , purposing . It intimates, 
of course, that in ‘enduring with much long-suffering the vessels of 
wrath fitted for destruction, God had a purpose or design of display¬ 
ing his indignation against sin, i. e ., his punitive justice and his power. 
Can it be a reasonable subject of complaint, that he is determined, 
or that he purposes (3 cXwk), to bring good out of evil ? 

* EvStl^aeOat rrjv oeyyv, to manifest or exhibit his indignation or dis¬ 
pleasure ; in other words to display his punitive justice with respect 
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to the wicked. ’Ogy>j is often employed to designate the idea of pun¬ 
ishment , i. e ., the consequences of indignation or anger ; e. </., Rom. 
i. 18. iv. 15. xiii. 4, 5, al. So Demosthenes : oux t<sr,v rr t v 6gyr,v 6 vopoz 
trage, x. t. X., the law has not sanctioned equal punishment , &c. 
Kciskc, Dcmosth. p. 528.—Kai yvwg/tfa/ rb Ovvarov auTov, and to make 
knoion , publish , declare , /us power ; comp, bum/tig in verse 17, where 
the power of God has special reference to his miraculous interposi¬ 
tions in order to punish Pharaoh with the Egyptians, and to deliver 
the oppressed Hebrews. Auvarov, therefore, in the connection in which 
it here stands, must be viewed as having a special relation to the 
power of making retribution to sinners, the power of punitive justice . 
Rut to understand and interpret this as done for purposes of revenge 
or vengeance more hurnano , or for the sake of display such as men 
make through pride and vain glory, would be to make God altogether 
like ourselves, and to represent him in a manner altogether re¬ 
proachful and unworthy of his perfections. A being who is self- 
existent, immutable, and independent; who cannot even be ima¬ 
gined as depending in any manner or measure, for his own essential 
happiness or glory, on the creatures whom his power has formed and 
hie bounty supports—such a being cannot have any purpose of re¬ 
venge or vain glory to accomplish. Of what possible consequence 
could they be to him ? Men are prone to revenge, from malignity 
and because of wounded pride; they arc prone to display, because 
of vanity and vain glory. But the ever blessed God, who is love, 
and whose essential glory cannot be affected by the giving or refus¬ 
ing of homage by any of his creatures, and whose happiness cannot 
in any measure be affected by their opposition to him—such a God 
we cannot at all imagine as exhibiting his punitive justice and power 
for the purposes of revenge or display. lie exhibits them only for 
the purposes of benevolence, i. c. y for the sake of doing good to the 
subjects of his moral government; who, while they are allured to 
virtue, on the one hand, by all the glories of the upper world, arc 
deterred from sin, on the other, by the judgments that arc inflicted 
on the disobedient and rebellious. 

"E uyxi, endured, bore with . The verb pegw lias generally the sense 
of bearing or carrying away , i. e. y of bearing accompanied by motion 
in some way or other. Rut it is also employed in the sense of fear y 
potior, to endure, to suffer, Ilcb. xiii. 13 ; or of tolero> sustinco, to 
tolerate , to bear with, as Ilcb. xii. 20; in the Sept. Gen. xxxvi. 7. 
Num. xi. 14. Dent. i. 12. In this last sense it is clearly used here, 
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as the adjunct fv toAa^ /ia xpoOvftiq. shows.—M axgoOu/Lici, long-suffering, 
longanimitas, i. c., forbearance to punish, delay to enforce the strict 
claims of justice. The apostle seems to have his eye here on the 
ease of Pharaoh in particular, who, after he had nine times resisted 
the mandate of Heaven to let the Hebrews go, was still spared and 
preserved in life, although he had long before forfeited all claim to 
forbearance. Still the design of Paul plainly is not to limit the case 
to Pharaoh only. He means to intimate, that God, in like manner, 
now (?'. e.j at the time when he was writing) displays his long-suffer- 
ing, by forbearing to punish those who deserve it. And what was 
true then, in respect to this matter, has been so ever since, and is so 
at the present moment. 

Zxzvri vessels of wrath , means vessels in respect to which 

wrath should be displayed, i. e., wicked men who deserve punish¬ 
ment. The reason why the writer here makes use of (Txeutj, may be 
found in the verses immediately preceding, where he hag spoken of 
VESSELS fitted for honourable and dishonourable use. The language 
literally employed there, is figuratively used here, i. e., wicked men 
are called <t xsvr) ogyrji. So in Is. xiii. 5, the Persian army is called 
njn' Dpi tfxeuTj ogyJjc Kug/ou; comp. Jer. 1. 25. But in these ex¬ 
amples of the Hebrew Scriptures, by <txevt) ogyyj; is meant instruments 
of executing the divine displeasure; while in our text the meaning 
is passive, viz., persons on whom it ought to be or will be executed. 

e/g airuiXe/av, fitted for destruction; another offendicu - 
lum criticorum ; Kar^r/^ra fitted; how? By whom? The text 
does not say. It simply designates the actual condition of the <Jxeu7j 
ofyijs. Now whether they came to be fitted merely by their own 
act, or whether there was some agency on the part of God which 
brought him to be fitted, the text of itself does not here declare. 
The passive participle in such a case may be applied to designate 
what one has done for himself; e - g ., 2 Tim. ii. 21, edv oov tic. zxxaOdgp 
iavrov acri rovrcuv, zefrou axevos e/g njj,7)v .... £/g ndv egyov dyaObv r\ r o i {L a- 
o }l 6 vov, where the being prepared for every good work is the con¬ 
sequence of the Ex.xa.0dg7) kavTov. So in 2 Tim. iii. 17, egrjgr/ff/iEvee 
denotes the being prepared or fitted for every good work, by the 
beneficial influence of the inspired Scriptures. But in our text, 
how can wc avoid comparing xar^gTi^fLeva in ver. 22, with <je rrgdnroifiuaa 
in verse 23? The two verses arc counterparts and antithetic ; and 
accordingly we have <fxzv7) bgyjjg, to which axzvr\ eXeoug corresponds, 
and so iii andXuav and di do'^av. How can wc help concluding, then, 
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that xoLT 7 \o 7 i<S[iiva, and a cgoi jro/.aatfe correspond in the way of anti¬ 
thesis. 

The objections which can be made to such a sense of xarr^ne/jL^a 
here, viz., a sense which makes it to designate some agency of ar¬ 
rangement on the part of God , by or in consequence of which, or 
under which, the vessels of wrath become fitted for destruction, are 
in all respects just the same as can be brought against the k^rr/uza. 
x. r. X. of verse 17, which has been so fully discussed above. The 
question is not, whether God is, in any sensc f the author of sin in 
such a way as throws the guilt, or any portion of it, upon him, and 
removes or diminishes the criminality of the sinner. The answer to 
this question is settled and certain from the tenor of the whole Bible, 
as well as from passages direct and express; c. g. y James i. 12. But 
the question is: Whether God, as the Sovereign of the universe, has 
a right to dispose of, and does so dispose of, his creatures who are 
moral and free agents, as to place them in circumstances in which he 
knows they will sin; and, supposing it to be certain that in such a 
case w r hat he foreknows will come to pass, whether it is proper for 
him to exhibit his punitive justice and power? This is precisely 
the attitude of the question in verse 1 7; and it seems plain that the 
apostle has not let go the subject there discussed, but that he here 
presents it again in a somewhat different form, and in the way of 
direct antithesis. If any one is still stumbled at this, I must refer 
him to such texts as 1 Pet. ii. 8. 1 Thcss. v. 9, for God hath not 
appointed us to wrath , oux eOsro r, /z a c x. r. X., i. c., the implication is, 
that lie has appointed some others, but not us } to punishment, &c. 
Jude ver. 4. Prov. xvi. 4. Add to these, such as designate the anti¬ 
thesis to this meaning, viz., the appointment of some to life eternal; 
as in Acts xiii. 48. ii. 47. Eph. i. 4, 5, 11. 2 Tim. i. 9. Pom. viii. 
29, 30. Eph. iii. 11, al. If now to all these he adds such texts ns 
2 Sam. xii. 11. xvi. 10. 1 Kings xxii. 22. Josh. xi. 20. Ps. cv. 25. 
1 Kings xi. 23. 2 Sam. xxiv. 1. Ex. vii. 13. ix. 12. x. 1, 20,27. xi. 
10. xiv. 8. Pom. ix. 17, 18. Dcut. ii. 30. Is. lxiii. 17. John xii. 40, 
he can no longer doubt that there is some sense , in which the sacred 
writers do declare that God is concerned with evil. In what sense, 
I have endeavoured to show above, on verse 17. In the same sense, 
and in no other, can we suppose God to be here concerned with 
fitting the vessels of wrath for destruction. At all events there can 
be nothing more difficult in this, than there is in all the texts just 
referred to; and especially in Prov. xvi. 4. Jude ver. 4. 1 Pet. ii. 8* 
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. Thcss. v. 9, It is of no use to explain away the force of one text, 
while so many others meet us which are of the very same tenor; and 
some of which, at least, admit of no explaining away. And evcfl if 
we give up the Bible itself, so long as we acknowledge a God, who 
is omnipotent and omniscient) we cannot abate, in the least degree, 
from any of the difficulties which such texts make. The great prob¬ 
lem is : Iloxo can entire free agency and accountability consist with 
entire dependence, and with the fact that our Creator has designs to 
accomplish even by our very wickedness? The how is the whole of 
the nodus; and, as has been repeatedly said, is plainly beyond the 
boundaries of human knowledge. In the meantime, as sin is actually 
in the world , and men are actually accountable y —would it be any 
relief to the difficulties of our question, to suppose God to be so im¬ 
potent that he cannot bring good out of evil; or so deficient in fore¬ 
sight and wisdom, as to have made a plan for the world of intelligent 
moral beings, which is radically defective in regard to accomplishing 
the ends of benevolence, and which admits evil that was not foreseen, 
and which cannot be prevented, nor even turned to the accomplish¬ 
ment of good ? 1 repeat it, would this be any relief for the difficul¬ 
ties of our question? I think every candid and sober man will 
answer in the negative. It is better, then, to let the subject rest 
where the Bible has placed it. He who admits a God supreme, omni¬ 
scient, omnipotent, holy, and benevolent, must admit that this God 
will make sin the occasion of exhibiting his punitive justice and 
power, for the good of the rational universe; and this is enough. 
This is what our text, and what verse 17, plainly implies. 

(23) Kul ha yvwg/V?), an enallage of construction. Verse 22 begins 
with ti ^eXwv . . . evbes%aff8ai . . . xal yvwg/ffai, i. e. y with a particle 
followed by the Infinitive mood. The same construction continued 
would here require \ti ^eXwy] yvnoicett rov o-XoDrov x. r. X. But 
instead of this, we have ha, This usage of the Subj. with 

hay instead of the Inf., is very frequent in the New Test.; see New 
Test, Gramm. § 138. 12. In the same manner the apostle might 
have said, ti (Vs^iXcdvo 0e&?, ha evdef^jj , . . xa/ . . . rjvsyxtv x. r. X. 

Now as both of these methods of expression amount to the same 
thing, and as both arc equally good in respect to grammar, the 
apostle has used the one in verse 22, and the other in verse 23. 
The rules of modern rhetoric would indeed require, that the same 
construction should be carried forward with which the writer had 
commenced the sentence. But it will not be doubted that Paul fre- 
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cjucntly departs from such rules. That TeAw may be followed by 7yd t 
with the Subjunctive (like DsAwv . . . ho, yrngfop), as well as by the 
Infinitive, is clear from such examples as occur in Matt. vii. 12. 
xx. 32 (where ha, is implied) ; xxvi. 17 id. xxvii. 17 id. Mark vi. 25. 
ix. 30. x. 51 (ha implied), ct sacpc. That this may be so with the 
participle of'OsAw as well as with the verb, appears from 2 Cor. xi. 
12, ^ehovTuv . . . mt . . . iigqOuct x. r. X. The full construction here 
then is, [.; ds TfAwv] ha yvedoity x. r. A. 

Tfo nXourov rrig dogijg, /us abundant glory , where the first noun stands 
as an adjective ; comp. Hcb. Gramm. § 440. b . Sxgyjj iXeoug, i. e n ves¬ 
sels toward which his mercy was to be displayed ; the same as the 
xAjjto/ of viii. 28, and the antithesis here of ax ejjj oeySj;—-'’A crflOJjro//za<?g, 
which he had before prepared ; comp. Acts xiii. 48. ii. 47. Eph. i. 4, 
5, 11. 2 Tim. i. 9. Horn. viii. 28, 29, 30. Eph. iii. 11, ct al.— 
Adguv, glory, i. e ., happiness, glory in heaven.—As to rrXoZrog, comp. 
Korn. ii. 4. Eph. i. 7, 18. ii. 7. Col. i. 27. 

After do?av there is plainly something wanting, in order that the 
sentence may correspond with fayxi %. r. A. in the verse above. The 
most appropriate verb to be supplied seems to be had mercy 

upon , it being suggested by the phrase ffxsvq iXsoug. But supplying 
this, we read thus : u [And if desiring] that he [God] might make 
known his rich grace toward the vessels of mercy which he had be¬ 
fore prepared for glory, [lie showed mercy to] us whom he called, 
&c.” In this way all runs on smoothly ; and although I have not 
seen this exegesis of the passage in any commentator, I cannot help 
thinking that it is the most easy and obvious one. At all events, 
no one can read verse 23, with its r t nyxi x. r. A., without feeling that 
some corresponding verb is wanting here. Tholuck has represented 
sxdXta as being this verb : but the ovg xai seems to forbid this. And 
besides, ixdXecz docs not seem to complete the sense. Understood as 
above explained, the sentiment is plain, and the transition in verse 
24 . . . oil; xa) x. r. A., is facile. 

The same thing is accomplished in another way, viz., by supposing 
the ellipsis to be completed from the former part of verse 23 thus: 
“ God , desiring that he might make known his rich grace toward the 
vessels of mercy which he had before prepared for glory , [iyvutp/trs rlv 
‘ttXoZtov T7\g do^g avrou eV/] i}/iag, d'jg xai ixetAetre x, r. A.” This evidently 
comes for substance to the same thing as the exegesis given above; 
and the whole of the ellipsis is in this way supplied from the context 
immediately preceding. That is governed by some verb implied, 
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seems to be plain; for sxdXsst governs oug, not wag. 'H^ag, viewed 
in this light, 13 synonymous with exuw iXeovg, or is in apposition with 
it, and therefore may take the same preposition («r/) implied before 
it; The phrase connected stands thus (according to the last proposed 
method of filling up the ellipsis): lie made known his rich grace 
toward or unto ns, [e-r/] r^dg. 

Reiche proposes a very different construction ; viz., to connect xai 
ha x. r. X. with the preceding rjvtyxe ; and then he connects the whole 
thus: i Endured with great longanimity, &e., and this in order that 
(xai ha) he might make known the abundance of his glory in respect 
to the righteous, the chosen objects of his mercy, &c.’ In defence 
of this he avers that all other constructions are forced ones, and 
against the grammar; and also that the sense here of long-suffering 
on the part of God toward the wicked, in order to promote the sal¬ 
vation of the righteous, is analogous to other Scriptures, e. g., Rom. 
ii. 4. Acts xvii. 27 scq. But here the long-suffering is for the good 
of the individuals toward whom it is exercised, not for the sake of 
others ; so that the cases are not analogous. Nor am I aware of any 
direct analogy in the Scriptures. As to the grammar, anacoluthon 
in P aid is surely no unusual phenomenon. Besides; when Reiche 
proposes to render xai ha as —xai rouro , and thus to make the clause 
that follows exegetical or supplementary, is not this as far from 
grammar as the anacoluthon proposed? After all, the main difficulty 
with his exegesis is, that it does not correspond to the sentiment of 
the preceding verse, where two classes are described, who are widely 
diverse in their character and destiny; and each of these is at God’s 
disposal. The prominency of this sentiment is destroyed by the 
interpretation which he proposes. 

ngonrofaan here seems to designate the determination in the divine 
mind to prepare the elect; for the calling , as a matter of fact , must 
of course precede the fact of preparation. What God intends to do, 
is here spoken of as done; a very common idiom of the Scriptures. 

(24) Oue xai exdXeffe ijjadg, even us also whom he called , i. e Gentiles 
as well as Jews. Comp. iii. 29, 30. i. 16. ii. 9, 10. iv. 9, 12. 

(25) 'fls xai . . . Xeyc/, even so, or to the same purpose he saith hg 
Ilosca. ’Ey 'n^e may mean in Hosea, i . e , in the book of Hosea; 
just as iv Aa/3/5 (Heb. iv. 7) may meanin the hook of David. But in 
both eases, it is perhaps more probable that the meaning is hg Hosea , 
by David; like the Hebrew VWnz ins, 

KaXkw .. Tiyarrri'Usvrjv, I will call him who was not my people , 
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my people; and her who was not beloved , beloved; i. c ., the Gentiles, 
who were deemed outcasts from God and were strangers to the cove¬ 
nant of liis promise, will I bring into a covenant relation with me, 
and number among my beloved family; 1 will make them “sons and 
daughters of the Lord Almighty.” The object of the quotation is 
to support the assertion just made, that the vessels of mercy were 
chosen from the Gentiles as well as the Jews, without any respect of 
persons. In regard to the manner of the quotation, the Hebrew 
runs thus: “I will love her, who was not beloved; and I will say 
to her who was not my people, My people art thou,” IIqs. ii. 23 
(2/3). The Sept, have literally rendered this in the same order: 
uya<rr)n(4j rqv oux uya-rr]///svr}v x. r. X. The apostle lias changed the or¬ 
der, and put xa?*£tfw before both phrases instead of saying (with the 
Hebrew and Sept.) ayatrr}ffw . . . xa! eyu) x. r. X. Of course he has 
quoted ad sensum , not ad literam . 

Kal earai .... and it shall come to pass , in the place 

where it was said to them: Ye are not my people , there shall they he 
called the sons of the living God; another quotation from IIos. i. 10. 
(ii. 1), to the same purpose as the preceding one. In both eases the 
original Hebrew lias reference to the reception and restoration to 
favour of Israel, who had been rejected on account of their trans¬ 
gressions. What was originally said of them, who were thus cast 
away and rejected, on occasion of their being again restored to 
favour, the apostle now applies to the receiving of the Gentiles, who 
had been “strangers to the covenant of promise, and aliens from the 
commonwealth of Israel.” It is an accommodation of the words of 
the prophet, so as to express his own views on the present occasion. 
Hut at the same time it is still more; for the principle of God’s 
dealing,which is disclosed in the original passages and applied to 
Israel who was rejected and cast off but eventually restored, is the 
same which is involved in the reception to favour of the Gentiles 
who had been outcasts. 

In respect to the quotation, it accords exactly with the original 
Hebrew. The Sept., instead of the UiT xXvfcfiaovrcu of the apostle, 
has xXijb^ffot'ra/ \al a'jroi. 

(27) Thus much for the reception of the Gentiles. Next, as to 
the casting off of a great body of the Jews; a point the most diffi¬ 
cult of all, to he maintained in a satisfactory manner. In order 
however to settle the question on this point, the apostle appeals to 
the declarations of the Hebrew prophets thcmsclvcj. "Htfafcet <5s . . . 
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'iteaiX, Isaiah moreover says , in respect to Israel. As continualivc, i. e., 
it stands before an additional clause designed to illustrate and confirm 
the preceding declaration.— Kfa£c/ f exclaims, speaks aloud or openly . 

'Eciv, although or if; Hebrew here, DX '3, although.—*ilg h appog 
rr,$ SaXdffarjg, i. e., so great that it cannot be reckoned, exceedingly 
great. Ti yiardXufMfLa ffojdqairai, a remnant [only] shall he saved. 
Karo here, and the corresponding Ilcb. "Wlp means a small 
number , a residue only . And correspondency with this the context 
obliges us to interpret the word, both here and in Is. x. 22 seq. from 
which it is quoted. This sense is the only one apposite to the apo¬ 
stle’s purpose; which is to show that the Hebrew prophets had fore¬ 
told the same thing which he affirms, viz., that only a remnant of 
Israel is to be saved. In the original Hebrew, the passage has 
probably the same sense as here, i . e., it relates to the times of the 
Messiah ; as may be seen by comparing Is. x. 20, 21. The meaning 
of vcr. 22 seems to be, that only a small remnant of them [small 
compared with those who had perished] will return to the Lord, so 
as to be received by him. 

(28) A 6yov . . . yrjg, quoted verbatim from the Sept., Is. x. 22, 23, 

with the exception that ya§ is added by the apostle, to show that he 
continues quoting for the sake of confirmation. For cto/jj cu Kuyog, 
the Sept, has Kvpog ; and for ecr/ rr\g yrjg, the Sept, has ev rjf 

oiKovftvp o\rj. The original Hebrew runs somewhat differently : de¬ 
struction is decreedy it shall overflow in justice ; yea t destruction is 
verily determined on ; the Lord Jehovah will execute it in the midst 
of all the land. The Sept, and the apostle both represent the gene¬ 
ral sense of the Hebrew, but do not follow the words. Aoyov awreXuv 
means accomplishing his word , i. c., his promise or threat of excision. 
Ka/ ffuvTs,uvcov, deciding , bringing to an end y executing , viz., his Xoyov, as 
before.—’Ey dixatosvvjj, carrying all this into execution so as to satisfy 
the demands of justice. 

"Or; \6yov ffuvTtTfiTjfizvov <xoir\6u, for [Jehovah] will execute his word 
decreedy i. e. y his threatening determined on, or decisively made, 
decisively pronounced.—*E ri rrjg yrjg, on the land of Israel. 

The object of the whole is only to show, that God of old threaten¬ 
ed to destroy great multitudes of the Jews for contumacy ; and that 
it is no strange thing now to say, that great numbers of them will 
perish. 

(29) KaJ . . . *l\6<xiac, yea , [it happens] as Isaiah had before said; 
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xcti affirmantis, itno, immo ; for here it ia equivalent to x.al yivzrai. 
The object of this quotation is the same as that of the preceding one, 
viz., to show that it ia no new or strange thing, that a part, yea a 
large portion of Israel should be rejected or cut off on account of 
their apostasy or unbelief. Consequently xai was followed, in the 
mind of the writer (and of course it should be in the mind of the 
reader), by yivtrat or eyzvsro, it happens or lias happened .—n^oe/pTjxj here 
does not mean predicted (as it does in some cases), but had before 
said. The apostle had just cited one passage from Isaiah, viz., x. 22, 
23, and here he adds : i To the same purpose had Isaiah spoken in 
a preceding part of his prophecy/ viz., in i. 9, xai xaOdjg irgo‘/gr t y.ev 
'll (jaiag. 

Kvgiog 2a fiatoO, the Lord of Hosts. The Hebrew name hlWV is 
often added to the title '"■j'T or (’ji^K), and designates the 

Supreme licing as Lord of the hosts of heaven, i. e ., of the angels, Sec., 
in heaven. There docs not appear to be any good reason for the 
opinion of Von Colin, which Tholuck adopts, that this title was first 
given to Jehovah because he was the mighty defender p123) of Israel; 
and afterwards because lie was considered as the I^ord of the stars ; 
which arc called the host of heaven. The Lord of the heavenly 
hosts, i. e., the angels, ntoy njiT y [ 3 more simple : and so Gcsenius 
explains it in his lexicon ; coinp. Ps. lxviii. 17, where the u chariots 
of God arc said to be twenty thousand, even thousands of angels,” 
and u the Lord to be among them also Deut. xxxiii. 2, where he 
is said to come with myriads of his holy ones (BHP ; comp. 

2 IC. vi. 16, 17. Dan. vii. 10, “thousand of thousands ministered unto 
him, and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before him.” I add 
only that the appellation docs not occur in the Pentateuch, 

nor in the book of Judges, and that it is most frequent in Isaiah, Jere¬ 
miah, Zcchariah, and Malaehi. The apostle appears to have re¬ 
tained the Hebrew word untranslated, because it is so retained in 
the Septuagint version of Is. i. 9, which lie here quotes. 

here corresponds to the Hebrew the literal meaning 
of which is not seed, but remnant , i. e., that which is left or saved 
after a general overthrow or destruction. In Deut. iii. 3 and Is. i. 
9, the Septuagint has tfsrigjua for aa often means posteri, 

posterity, those who come after one. Put I apprehend the ground of 
the usage in this case by the Seventy, is, that c-x^aa (what is soicn, 
seed) denotes what remains of grain, after the consumption for the 
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year, until seed-time comes, which is then sown ; so that, considered 
in this light, airsgfi a is equivalent to residuum , which is the sense of 
it here. 

'ft; VofLQgea av MfLctd&rifAiv, instead of 1'ofLoogq civ ujiloi iothyM v , i.e., 
the Dative after wfLoid&r\[Aiv. The Greeks could employ either construc¬ 
tion; at least the Seventy have done so; see in Hos. iv. 0. Ezek. xxxii. 
2, in which latter case both constructions are employed in the same 
sentence; X e o v r / lOvojv av, xou ug 6 g d x u> v i ev rfj baXatftf7j. 

The Hebrew is ? H??' To be like Gomorrha , is to be utterly 
destroyed as this city was. The sentiment therefore is: c Isaiah 
said concerning the Jews, that only a small remnant should be 
rescued from utter destruction.’ 

It is true, that in Is. i. 9 the passage does not respect the spiritual 
but the temporal punishment of the Jews. But the ground of the 
apostle’s reasoning here is analogy. His object is, as it all along 
through the chapter has been, to illustrate a principle of action. 
What God did at one time and in one respect, he may do at an¬ 
other time and in a different respect, provided the rniNClPLE con~ 
cerned shall be the same . And surely it is no more against his 
benevolence or his justice, to punish spiritually for transgressions of 
a spiritual nature, i. e,, for continued impenitence and unbelief, tban 
it is to punish temporally for sins against himself. His promises to 
Abraham and his seed, i. e. y his literal descendants, are only and 
always conditional , either as to temporal or spiritual blessings. Of 
course the same principle of action applies to both, when God 
punishes. It is on this ground, then, that the apostle adduces in¬ 
stances of threatening temporal evil, in order to illustrate and confirm 
spiritual threats. 

Overlooking this obvious principle of analogical reasoning, many 
commentators on Rom. ix. have very strenuously maintained, that 
all which is there said pertains only to the present world and to 
things of a merely temporal nature, or at most, only to the external 
privileges of religion; and all this, because the instances here pro¬ 
duced are mostly of such a kind. But let any one look back first 
on chap. viii. 28—39, which most plainly gives rise to the whole 
discussion in chap. ix. ; then contemplate the resumption of this 
theme in chap. ix. 6; and above all, let him view the summing up 
of the main object in chap. ix. 18—23, and then glance forward to 
verses 30—33 ; and it docs seem to me, unless he has made up his 
mind to an a priori way before he comes to the study of the text, 
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that lie cannot entertain any doubt what the object of the writer is. 
That extravagant positions have been advanced, on the ground of 
Korn. ix., which are revolting to piety and to right views of God 
and of human liberty, I should be among the last to deny. How 
easy it is for ardent polemics, when engaged in controversy and 
hardly pushed by subtle and able antagonists, to venture on extra¬ 
vagant positions—positions which depend on an exegesis adliteram 
and not upon one ad sensum —need not be shown, w hen the melan¬ 
choly examples of such facts stand out so boldly in relief. But why 
all this should be charged to Paul, and why those who differ in sen¬ 
timent from speculative critics ofrthis class, should go so far over in 
the opposite direction as to lose all sight of the apostle’s object and 
aim, and make him discuss things of a merely temporal nature, when 
he begins, continues, and ends with a spiritual theme ;—why all this 
is so frequently done, should be well looked to by those who arc 
engaged in doing it. They may be very sincere in their opinions; 
and this I would by no means call in question. But a man may be 
sincerely wrouy y as well as sincerely right; and when he is so 
through prejudice, through the heat of dispute, through reliance on 
mere human authority, through want of diligence and candour in 
studying the word of God, and judging with respect to its meaning; 
then it is but just, that his divine Lord and Master should consider 
him as accountable for his wrong judgment, and for the mischief 
which lie docs to others by it. If I am myself in the very predica¬ 
ment which I am here describing, may God in mercy open my eyes 
to see the truth as it in reality is, that I may not wander and perish 
inyscifj nor be the occasion that others should do the same I 

liciche, in answering the question, whether the apostle has taught 
in this chapter what we arc to receive as a rule of faith ? comes to 
the conclusion that Paul has contradicted what he has elsewhere 
maintained, in regard to human liberty and accountability; and, 
consequently, that we arc to consider him as here employing a kind 
of aryuinmtnrn ad hominem merely, or as assailing his opposers yu.a- 
vagTixujg, i . e.j intending to hit them where he can, if lie can but hit 
and disable them. What kind of reverence we can cherish for Paul, 
when we have come to a conclusion like tliis, it is not difficult to 
imagine. 
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Having thus completed the illustration and confirmation of bis vlewa respecting the sovereign 
dispensations of God, as to his mercy and his justice, the apostle now repeats in substance a 
leading sentiment of his epistle, viz., that justification being wholly gratuitous, and by faith in 
Christ, it is extended to all who receive it as such, and so brings the Gentiles within its reach: 
while the Jews, rejecting this method of salvation, have failed to obtain justification ; lor they 
have stumbled ut the doctrine of the cross, and been unable to find acceptance with God on the 
ground of merit or by deeds of law. A6 no doctrine of the gospel was more repulsive to the 
Jews, than the truth that preference would be given to believing Gentiles over them, or at least 
a full admission to the same privileges in all respects; so Paul takes occasion frequently and 
solemnly to impress this important principle upon them. 

(30) T/ ouv fyouftev} a preface or transition to a summary of what 
he had been inculcating in the preceding context. It is as much as 
to say: ‘IIow then may all that has been said on the point under 
consideration be summed up? What in brief is the whole matter? 
The answer follows : 

"On ... ex ftisnug, that the Gentiles who did not seek after justi¬ 
fication, have obtained justification, and that justification which is by 
faith. That is, one principal thing which I have maintained (when 
I have averred that the Gentiles have become the children of Abra¬ 
ham by faith, and are received in the place of the unbelieving Jews), 
is that those who did not seek after justification, i. e ., who were once 
estranged from God and his law, were enemies to all which is good, 
and utterly regardless of spiritual blessings—these have now obtained 
justification by faith, i. e., they are admitted by the mercy of God, 
without any merit on their part, to participate in the blessings of the 
gospel, even in the’justification which Christ has procured. AcJjkoj 
is frequently used, even in the classic authors, in a sense like fyreTv ; 
and so in Hebrew for 6^3. Reiche supposes that on is here de¬ 
signated to continue the question ; i . e., [Shall we say ] that, &c. ? 
But the diarl of verse 32 argues against this interpretation. 

(31) . ... c'jx t<pi)aae t but Israel , who sought for a law of 
iustijicatiun, have not attained to a laio of justification. That is, Is¬ 
rael, who, confiding in their own merit and good works, betook them¬ 
selves for justification to their supposed complete obedience to the 
divine law, or betook themselves to the law as a means of justifica¬ 
tion, have not found or attained to such a law as would justify them. 
In other words : ‘The Jews, who trusted in their obedience and merit 

2 v 
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as the ground of their acceptance with God, have failed in obtaining 
acceptance or justification in this way.’ The reason or ground of this 
is fully stated in Kom. i—iii. The law demands perfect obedience 
to all its precepts, which no one ever did or ever will exhibit; and, 
consequently, no one can obtain acceptance on the ground of legal 
obedience, or by works of law. The apostle proceeds briefly to state 
the ground of what lie had just asserted. 

(32) A/ar/; or/ .... hJ/aod* Why? because [they sought] not by 
faith, but by works of law; i. e ., Israel did not seek for justification 
in a gratuitous way, but by legal, i. e. t meritorious obedience. That 
ix rri<jT6'/i;, by faith , necessarily involved, in the mind of the writer, 
the idea of gratuitous justification, is certain from Kom. iv. 4, 5, and 
especially iv. I(>. From a comparison of iii. 20—2K, it is equally 
clear, that Uyu>v dtfj.hu means meritorious obedience, i. e. y a complete 
obedience to every precept of the law, in such a way that the reward 
consequent on perfect obedience can be claimed. Such a reward, 
the apostle maintains, it is now impossible for any one of the human 
race to obtain, “ because all have sinned and come short of the glory 
of God.” Now as the Jews were self-righteous and proud, they of 
course lacked that humility and sense of ill-desert which the gospel 
demands, and without which its salvation is not to be had. This 
pride and self-righteousness led them to reject the Saviour of lost 
sinners, and to refuse all trust or confidence in him. Here it was 
that they stumbled and fell, yea even to their own perdition ; as the 
apostle goes on to say : 

yao . . . yiyoffTrrai, for they stumbled on the stone of 
stumbling, as it is written. rdg here is causal, i. /\, standing before 
a clause which assigns the cause or reason why Israel had not ob¬ 
tained 6ixaiocovr ( v. Yet A., H., D,, 10., F., G.; Syr. ntr., Copt., 
Ann., Vulg., I tab ; Cyr., Clirys., Kuf., Aug., Ambrosiast., Pel., omit 
the ydg ; and it is probably spurious. The connection is more facile 
without it. But supposing it to be genuine, we may thus explain the 
text; to the question, biuri; whyY viz., Why did not Israel obtain 
justification? the apostle answers, (I) i Because they sought it by 
legal obedience and not by faith.’ (2) As subordinate to this he 
nays: 1 They did not exercise faith, because they were offended with 
the Messiah ns he nppenred among them ; they were stumbled at his 
character and claims.’ 

(33) ’ifloi) . . . xarriisyjj*Ori«trui, behold 1 lay in Zaou a stone of 
stumbling and a rock of offence; but every one who beheveth on him 
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shall not he ashamed. A peculiar quotation, made up of Is. xxviii. 
16, and viii. 14. The former passage runs thus : “ Behold, I have 
laid in Zion a stone, a corner stone, tried, precious, a firm founda¬ 
tion ; he who confides in it shall not be afraid.”—The latter passage 
thus : “ And he shall be for a refuge, and for a stone of stumbling 
and a rock of offence, to both houses of Israel.” It appears, then, 
that the stone of stumbling and rock of offence , in Rom. ix. 33, 
comes from Is. viii. 14, while the rest of the verse is taken from 
Is. xxviii. 16 

It is a very common practice among the Jewish Rabbins, in citing 
the Scriptures, to mix passages together that are of the same tenor; 
and I may add, this is done by writers every day, without any con¬ 
sciousness of doing violence to the Scriptures, or of using an improper 
liberty ; see Surenhusius’ B//3>.o; KaraWdyr);, Par. V. p. 43. But 
however this may be, the fact that the apostle has done so, seems to 
be plain. The reader will observe, that in Is. xxviii. 16 the predi¬ 
cates of the stone that was laid in Zion are, that it is tried , precious , 
a firm foundation; but one of the predicates in Is. viii. 14 is, that it 
is a stone of stumbling, or a rock of offence. This is just what would 
coincide with the design of the apostle in the passage before us. lie 
is describing the unbelief of the Jews, their rejection of the Messiah. 
Of course the stone of stumbling is best adapted to the description of 
their case. 

It would seein to be clear, from the manner in which Paul cites 
both of these passages, that he applied them both to the Messiah; or 
at least that they were, in his view, capable of 3iich an application 
in the way of ^analogy, Tholuck and many others understand them 
in the former way. The ChnldeeTargum, on Is. xxviii. 16, translates 
thus: “ See, I place in Zion a King, a mighty and a powerful King;” 
meaning the Messiah. Also the Babylonish Talmud (Tract. Sanhe¬ 
drin. fob 38. 1), the book of Zohar, and Jarchi. Kimchi also speaks 
of such an interpretation being given. In the New Testament, if 
the reader will compare Matt. xxi. 42, 44. Luke xx. 17, 18, and 
1 Pet. ii. 5—7, he will find that Ps. cxviii. 22 (“the stone which 
the builders refused is become the headstone of the corner”), and Is. 
viii. 14 are joined together, on account of their resemblance and their 
reference to the same object. Peter has not only joined these two 
passages, but added a third, viz., Is. xxviii. 16, and referred them all 
to the Messiah. This casts light, therefore, on the intermingling of 
texts by Paul, in the passage under consideration. 
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In regard to the text in Is. viii. 14, it seems evident from Luke ii. 
34, that tli c pious part of the Jews, to say the least, were accustomed 
to give it a Messianic interpretation; for thus docs the aged Simeon, 
when he takes the child Jesus in his arms, and says: “ This child is 
set for the fall and rise of many in Israel, a sign that shall be spoken 
against.” So the Gemara (Tract. Sanhedrin) also interprets Is. viii. 
14, of the Messiah. That the Messiah would be rejected by the 
Jews, is plainly enough predicated (as their own ancient Babbies 
acknowledge), in Ps. xxii. Is. liii. Zech. xi. xii., &c. So the Bere- 
shith Kabba (a mystical commentary on Genesis, written about 
A.D. 300, by Rabbi Bar Nachmani), says: “ One will sing no song, 
until the Messiah shall be treated with scorn; as it is written” [in 
Psb lxxxix. 52]. 

The objection against the Messianic interpretation of Is. viii. 14. 
xxviih 16, viz., that i circumstances then present are referred to, the 
threatening of present punishment uttered, and excitement to present 
hopes and confidence then proffered,’ cannot weigh much against 
such an interpretation. The prospect of the future was then held 
out by the prophet to the wicked as a matter of dread; to the pious, 
as a matter of hope and joy. Let us see, now, how this matter stood. 
The Jews looked forward to a great deliverer, to a period of great 
prosperity and glory in the days of their Messiah. What says the 
prophet? He says : ( The days of the Messiah himself shall bring 
no liberation of the wicked from evil; they shall be consolatory only 
to the good; for even the Messiah himself will be only a stone of 
stumbling and a rock of offence to the wicked.’ This is both pre¬ 
diction and preaching . It threatens and consoles, while it discloses 
what is yet future. 

Who can venture to say, now, that the prophet could not, or did not, 
entertain such views as these, and speak in such a manner? After the 
interpretation of Christ himself and of his apostles, in such a way as to 
support this view, we may venture to embrace it without any hazard. 

Ou xarataypvOfietra^ in the Hebrew Paul seems to lia\e 

lead (and so the Seventy also), B*?' & or The present 

Hebrew text, tP'PJ means literally he shall not make haste; but 
a secondary and derived sense of the same verb, is to be afraid , to he 
agitated with fear so as to betake one's self to flight . In this latter 
sense, it comes in substance to the same meaning which xa rcusyjjvdr,- 
<ftrai expresses, viz., that of disappointed expectat ion andhopc, failure 
of obtaining security and happiness. “.Non refer t verbum } sed res” 



ROMANS X. 1, 2. 


453 


CHAP. X. 1—21. 


TTaving thus bIiowti that the casting off of Israel cannot be alleged as a wrong on the part of 
their Sovereign Lord and Ruler, and that the Scriptures contain many examples of the like 
dealing with individuals, as well as predictions respecting the rejection of the Jews ; having also 
declared very explicitly that this rejection is because of their unbelief in respect to the Messiah, 
and their confidence in their own merits ; the apostle now proceeds again to testify (as he has 
done in chap. ix. 1—51 hia strong affection for his kinsmen after the flesh, and his ardent desires 
and prayers for their salvation. Nothing can be more appropriate than the expression of so 
much kind and deeply interested feeling, on his part, for the Jews, whom he is obliged to de¬ 
nounce and threaten because of their character and conduct. It serves to show, that he doea 
not do this in the spirit of revenge, or because he loves denunciation ; but that he does it with a 
sorrowful heart ahd eyes full of tears, that his bowels yearn over them, and that he retains for 
them all the affection which he once had when acting with them, yea, even more, and that too 
of a higher and better nature. 

He had just said, that Israel was iiwicaw voyov <Wato<xi'-vrjc - • • *al owe e<p9a<re. Here be resumes 
the theme, and explains himself more at large. He states the reason why they did not attain 
justification, verses 2, a, and goes on to show, that Moses himself confirms the same ideas which 
lie had disclosed to them relative to faith and works, verses 4 — 8. The sentiment that belief in 
Clmst is necessary for all , both Jew and Greek, is still further confirmed by verses 9—12. 

The apostle next presents the Jew as objecting thus : ‘If we allow what you say as to the neces¬ 
sity of faith or belief in Christ, yet how are we to be blamed for rejecting him, in gase he has 
never been preached or declared to us?’ verses 13 —15. 

To tins the apostle answers, (1) That not nil who have heard the gospel, believe it; as Isaiah 
himself declares, verses 1C, 17. (2) Rut further; the objection cannot be truly made, that the 

Jews have not heard the gospel, at least enjoyed the opportunity of hearing it; for one may ap¬ 
ply to them, in this respect, the words of Pa. xix, 4; or the words of Moses, in Deut. xxxii. 21; 
or of Isaiah, in lxv. 1,2 ; so that they are left without any just apology for their unbelief, verses 
18—21. 


(1) 'II /xe» ibhoxta rrjg efirig xugb/ag, the benevolent or hind desire of 
my heart; i. e. 7 his sincere and hearty wish (as we say) is, &c.— 
Eig own jg/av, for salvation , i. e. y for their salvation. Literally my 
prayer to God for them [\s~\ unto or in respect to salvation. But tig 
is frequently used in the New Testament in the same sense as ^ in 
Hebrew; e. y., Rom. xvi, 6, tig wag, for us; 1 Cor. via, G, tig aurov, 
for him , t. e, 7 for his honour and glory ; 2 Cor. viii. 6, tig vfiag, for 
your advantage; and so often. The phrase ucgf auruv [e<my] tig 
ocorr^iav is altogether equivalent, then, to ha owOujoi or uneg rrjg oujrijg/ag 
aura)v. The reading uc r'eg avruv which is sanctioned by A., B., D., F., 
G., is now generally admitted in critical editions, instead of the Re- 
ceptus uireg tou ’i<Tga?jX. The sense is the same. The same MSS. 
omit 7} before rgog. 

l (2) Moqru^w yag auroTg, for 1 bear them witness . Tag illustrantis 9 
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t. c. } standing before aclau.se that suggests some consideration which 
has a bearing on the preceding declaration. The apostle means to 
say, that he retains a strong affection for the Jews, and prays sin¬ 
cerely and ardently for their salvation ; and specially so, as they 
have much feeling and zeal in respect to the subject of religion. 
AuroT; is the Dative after for this verb commonly takes 

the Dative of the person or thing for whom or which testimony is 
given. 

“Or/ £Jj?,ov 0soD \you<u, that they have a zeal fw (JoJ; GioZ being the 
Genitive of the object to which '(ij/.ov stands related. So in John ii. 
1.7, 6 to'j or/.ou aou, zeal for the honour of thine house; comp. Ps. 

Ixix. 10 (t)), 7 1D'? also Acts xxii. 3, and Joliu xvi. 2; comp. 
Gal. i. 14. Acts xxi. 20. The apostle means to say, that the Jews 
had much zeal for objects of a religious nature, for such objects as 
had a relation to God ; or in other words, that they possessed strung 
feelings and sympathies of a religious nature. And with this repre¬ 
sentation all accounts of them agree. Philo, Josephus, and the 
various writers of the New Testament, by the filets which they dis¬ 
close, most abundantly confirm the correctness of this declaration. 

’A )X ou xar sKr/vuiGiv, but not according to knowledge; i. e not an 
intelligent, discerning, enlightened zeal; not a zeal regulated by a 
proper understanding of what was really religious truth. They per¬ 
secuted Christians, for example, unto death, and yet thought them¬ 
selves to be doing service for God, Xar^iav 0sJohn xvi. 2. There 
may be zeal without knowledge , which is superstitious, persecuting, 
hostile to the peace and happiness of die community; and there may 
be knowledge without zeal, which is cold, sceptical, unfeeling, and 
which devils may possess as well as men. An actual union of both 
is accomplished only by sincere piety; and a high degree of this 
union, only by ardent piety. 

(3) 9 AyvooZvrsc yug . . . dr/.auo<juv7}v t for being ignorant of that justi¬ 
fication which is of God . ©sou here is Gen. auctoris y i . e., a Geni¬ 
tive designating the author of that which the preceding noun signifies, 
Tyv too 0eou dixamuvriv is that method of justification, viz., gratuitous 
or by faith, which God has established, appointed, or revealed in the 
gospel. It stands opposed, here, to rijv idiav dixaio<rOvr}v y i. e. y justifica¬ 
tion on the ground of merit or by the works of law. Tag causal f i . e., 
standing before a clause which gives the reason or ground of the as¬ 
sertion contained in dXX' ou xar (‘rlyywwv, and consequently ydg may bo 
rendered for . 
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The apostle does not mean by dyvooh-ig, to imply that the Jews 
had enjoyed no opportunity to become acquainted with the 
©£oD; for this would contradict what- lie says in the sequel, verse 18, 
scq. He means only to say, that whatever their opportunities of 
kuowledge had been, they were in fact still ignorant, and criminally 
ignorant, of the gospel method of justification. 

Kat riv tbiav . . . cand seeking to establish their own jus¬ 
tification. StJjj at means here to render valid, to make good ones 
claims. The Jews sought for and expected justification by their own 
merit, i. e ., by obedience to their laws, specially the ceremonial ones. 
IIow defective their views were, on the subject of what is required 
by the law of God, particularly in a spiritual respect, is manifest from 
the whole of the New Testament, but specially so from the declara¬ 
tions of the Saviour in his Sermon on the Mount, Matt. v. seq. 
That justification in the way of merit is impossible, the apostle had 
before shown ill chaps, ii. iii. 

Oux bxzrdyrioav, they have not submitted themselves; in which ren 
during wc give to the second Aor. of the Pass, voice, the reflexive 
sense of the Middle voice. So the Aorists of the Passive are fre¬ 
quently used ; see Buttm. Gr. Gramm. § 123. 2; N. Test. Gramm. § 
61. 4. But if we render obx ! j-rsrdyr,aav passively, they have not been 
subjected, the sense will be substantially the same. 

Sentiment of the verse : i Having no correct views of justification 
by grace, and being earnestly desirous of justification on the ground 
of their own merit, they reject the justification which God has prof¬ 
fered to them in the gospel/ 

(4) TsXo; vitMov Xe/aro;, for Christ is the end of the law; i. €., 
believing in Christ, receiving him by faith and thus attaining to 
diy.awvvTi Qtov, accomplishes the end or object of what the law would 
accomplish, viz., which perfect obedience to the law would accom¬ 
plish. In this simple way, and consonant with the context, I would 
interpret this long agitated and much controverted text. That re/.of 
has often the same meaning or substantially the same which is here 
given to it, may be abundantly shown. It is frequently used to de¬ 
note exit us rex, the event , end, ultimate object or design of a thing; 
e. g., Matt. xxvi. 58, #£e/V re r'sXog, to see the event, final end, Rom. vi. 
21, to reXog, the end or final event of those things, is death ; 2 Cor. 
xi. 15, a v to TtXof, whose end, final state or condition, i. e., reward, 
shall be according to their works ; Phil. iii. 19, wv rh reXej, whose end 
or final state, shall be destruction ; 1 Tim. i. 5, t^ & te'Xo; t rj; rragay. 
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yA/ag, now the ultimate end , object , design , 0 / the commandment , 
&C.; Hcb. vi. 8, $5 ri rAo; e /5 TtaOtr/v, whose end , or final reward is 
burning. See also Janies v. 11. 1 Pet. i. 5, to tsao;, the end or event 
of your faith, is the salvation of your souls; iv. 17. So in other 
Greek writings; e.g., rb reXo; rov rrgdy/j,arcg e /5 xaxiav a/e/, Test. XII. 
Patriarch, p. 689; rb rovrov re \05 ev 0 sw %v, the end or event of this 
matter was with the Divinity , Deniosth. 292. 22. So in the phrases, 
r’ikog \a/M(3dveiv t ‘zaojpygwOcu iig ri}.og, ex toj rs}.o'jg yvwgiffOsvrci, x. r, 

From all this there remains no good reason to doubt, that tsaoc 
may mean here exitus , the end , final object , the result; i. e., the end 
which the law was intended to accomplish or bring about, has been 
brought about or accomplished by Christ. Now the end of the law, 
was the justification of men, i. e., their advancement to happiness and 
glory in a future world. So the apostle himself states in the sequel : 
“The man that docth these things shall live by them.” But inas¬ 
much as “all men have sinned and come short of the glory of God,” 
so “ no flesh can be justified by the deeds of the law in other words, 
legal justification on the ground of merit is now impossible. But 
what the law cannot accomplish, Christ docs accomplish ; for through 
him the justification of sinners is brought about, which would other¬ 
wise be impossible. Christ then is the end of the law, i. e., he accom¬ 
plishes or brings about that w hich the law w f as designed to accom¬ 
plish—the acceptance of men with God, and their admission to the 
happiness of the future w orld. 

That vcr. 4 is only cpcxegetical of the last clause of the preceding 
verse, seems to me quite plain ; and the ydg intimates this. Christ 
then is asserted, in vcr. 4, to be the end of the law, i. e., to answer 
the same end which the law perfectly obeyed would answer, as to 
justification. 

But re\og has been very differently construed; viz., (a) As mean¬ 
ing end in the sense of ending or completion. In this case d t aog 
is interpreted as meaning the ceremonial laio; so that the sentiment 
is: 1 Christ has, by his coming, made an end of the ceremonial law.’ 
But it is a sufficient objection to this interpretation, that it is wholly 
irrelevant to the subject now under discussion; which is, whether 
justification is by merit , as the Jews believed, or by grace . This 
interpretation, however, has hcen defended by Augustine, Gregory 
Thaumat., Schlichting, Lc Clcrc, Liinborcb, and some others. 

( b ) Christ is the rAe/W /5 or cA?jtw,aa of the Jew'ish law, ?. e., Christ 
perfectly fulfilled or obeyed it. But this explanation, although 
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defended by Origen,Pelagius, Ambrose, Melancthon, Vatablus, Cal¬ 
vin, &c., fails in being able to make out a usus loquendi in favour of 
such a sense of the word rsXo;. And moreover; what is it to the 
purpose of the apostle 7 To say that Christ obeyed the whole law, 
ritual, or moral, or both, is saying what indeed is true ; but then it 
has no direct or visible bearing upon the subject immediately before 
the mind of the writer. There arc two supposable ways of justifi¬ 
cation, one wrong way and one right one ; this it is his object to 
show. Now the Jews, having chosen the wrong one, viz. their own 
w r orks of law, i. e ., their own merits, have of course missed the right 
one, viz. that by faith in Christ. 

(c) Chrysostom, Theodoret, Bcza, Bucer, S. Schmidt, Bengel, 
Turretin, Hciunann, Tholuck, &c., understand teXoc in the sense of 
end, design, final object . Tholuck explains it thus: viz., that the 
law teaches us our sinfulness and our need of a Saviour, and this was 
what it was designed to accomplish; and thus it leads us in the end 
to Christ, or to Christ as its final end. He finds an exact parallel in 
Gal. iii. 24 : cc the law is our rratbayojyog to bring us to Christ.” But 
why we should give the passage this turn here, I cannot see ; for 
the writer has expressly told us in w hat respect he means that Christ 
w as the end of the law , viz. t/g b/xa/oevvqv. And in accordance with 
this, Flatt has expounded the passage thus: Christ is the rsXo; 
vo/iov in respect to <hxa/<xm7j; i. e he has brought it about, that we 
should not be judged after the strictness of the law. lie has re¬ 
moved the sentence of condemnation from all those who receive the 
gospel.’—Well and truly. 

E/£ .... mertvov 7 /, in respect to the justification of every believer. 
This designates, as I have before observed, the very respect in which 
Christ w r as reXog vo/iov. He is so to every believer ; but not so to 
others, i. e. y not so while they remain unbelievers, although he is 
proffered to them as mighty and willing to save all who will come 
unto God through him. Uavri x. r. X. in the Dative, as the person 
for whom. 

(5) Mojlmttjg yu% x. r. X. Here is yag illustrantis again ; for the 
w hole of the quotations w hich follow', are plainly designed to illus¬ 
trate the two different methods of justification which the apostle 
had just brought into view.— r gd<pei t describeth , delineatcth; often 
used in such a sense.— Tyv bixcuoevvriv t^v ex tou v6ju,o\j, legal jusiifi 
cation , i. e., meritorious justification, one which a man may claim 
as the proper reward of his own good deeds or obedience. Tho 
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apostle makes this appeal to Moses, both to confirm and illustrate his 
own declarations and to show also that he is inculcating no new 
doctrine. 

*On . . . . h auroTg, that the man icho doeth these things , shall 
live by them. "Or/ is prefixed here to a quotation, as usual, and has 
the sense of our viz., namely, or as follows. The Greek word itself, 
seems in reality to be the neuter of otfr/g, c ri=o ri, i. e., this thing , 
videlicet . 

n oifoa; avrd, viz., the thing spoken of in the preceding context. 
The quotation is from Lev. xviii. 5, which has a reference to pre¬ 
ceding ordinances and statutes recorded in Leviticus. Tloiiuj is very 
frequently employed in the sense of performing, obeying a statute, 
ordinance, &e., or in obeying the will of another.—Z^ffsra/ ev crlroT:, 
he shall be rendered happy by them, i. e ., by obedience to such sta¬ 
tutes, &c\ Obedience, i. e., entire obedience, shall render him happy, 
shall entitle him to the rewards that are proffered to the obedient. 
That the Jews understood something more than happiness in the 
present life t by the V) (^<rera/) in Lev. xviii. 5, seems probable from 
the version of Onkelos : “ He shall live in eternal life by them/’ 
So the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan : “ lie shall live in eternal life, 
and have a part with the righteous.” 

(6) MI a . . . . 7Aysi t bat justification by faith speaketh thus. As 
but, here in distinction from or in opposition to the preceding decla¬ 
ration. AixaioG\jvr,v is here personified. The sense is the same as to 
say : ‘One who preaches justification by faith, might say, &c.’ 

Mj) .... ffou, say not in thine heart, i. e., within thyself. To say 
within one's self, is to think, imagine, suppose. So the Greek $r<;u 
is sometimes used for internal saying, thinking. ’Ev r jj xasS/a<roy ) 
where 3-? (heart) is used like K’W (soul) for self; and so very 
often in the Hebrew language. 

Tig .... ougavov; who shall ascend to heaven ? <&c. The whole 
appeal and method of reasoning is in an analogical way. Moses, 
near the close of his life, in a general exhortation to obedience which 
he addressed to the Hebrew nation, assigns as one reason why they 
should obey, that the statutes of the Lord which he had given them 
were plain and intelligible; they “were not hidden from them, neither 
were they afar off,” Deut. xxx. 11. In order to enforce this last 
thought the more effectually, he dwells upon it and illustrates it in 
several ways. “ The commandment,” says he, u is not in heaven, 
that thoushouldest say: Who shall go up for us to heaven and bring 
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it to ue, that we may hear it and do it. Neither is it beyond the sea, 
that thou shouldest say : Who shall go over the sea for us and bring 
it to us, that we may hear and do it V' That is : 6 The law which 
you are required to obey, is plain and intelligible; it is accessible to 
all men, it is not difficult to be procured or understood. It needs no 
messenger to ascend the skies and bring it down from heaven; for it 
is already revealed. We need not send abroad for it, nor search af¬ 
ter it in distant and inaccessible lands that lie beyond the ocean.’ In 
other words : f It is plain and easy of access.’ Nay one may say: 
u The word is very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart, 
that thou mayest do it.” Deut. xxx. 14. That is : £ The command¬ 
ment is in language which thou dost speak, and is such as thou canst 
comprehend with thine understanding;’ w r hich last circumstance is 
only repeating or amplifying, in another form, the idea that had 
preceded. 

The whole may be summed up in one word, omitting all figurative 
expression ; viz., the commandment is plain and accessible . You can 
have, therefore, no excuse for neglecting it. 

So in the case before us. Justification by faith in Christ is tt 
plain and intelligible doctrine. It is not shut up in mysterious 
language, nor concealed from the eyes of all but the initiated , like 
the heathen mysteries. It is like what Moses savs of the statutes 
which he gave to Israel, plain, intelligible, accessible. It is not in 
the books of countries which lie beyond the impassable ocean ; not 
in the mysterious book of God in heaven, and yet undisclosed ; not 
in the world beneath, which no one can penetrate and return to dis¬ 
close its secrets. It is brought before the mind and heart of every 
man ; and thus he is without excuse for unbelief. 

Such is the general nature and object of these quotations, and 
such the method of reasoning in respect to them. It is apparent, 
therefore, that ne quid nimis is very applicable here, in regard to 
commentary on the words which arc employed. It is the general 
nature of the imagery, in the main, which is significant to the pur¬ 
pose of the writer. Paul means simply to affirm, that if Moses could 
truly say that his law was intelligible and accessible, the doctrine of 
justification by faith in Christ is even still more so. 

T out ion .... xaraydyttv, that is, to bring down Christ . The 
four i<STt here designates the reference which the apostle designs to 
make of the sentiment just quoted, viz., that he means to apply it to 
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Christ, and not to the law of Moses. —Xemrov here means Christ in 
the sense of verse 4 , where he is called rs).og vo/mov . . tig hr/.atoGvvr t v. 

(7) T/'c .... aft-joGov, ivho shall go dovm into the abyss. In the 
Hebrew, Deut. xviii. 3, the phrase is Kin D 5 ^ n^yD no t beyond 
the sea is it. The expression differs from that of Paul as to words 
but not as to the general sense. To go beyond the sea, which was 
considered as of boundless width (Job xi. 9) and impassable, is em¬ 
ployed by Moses as the image of what is difficult or impossible. In 
the same way Paul employs afivGGov. No one returns from the world 
beneath ^lKt?or Dinn* (for and Dinri are occasionally synony¬ 
mous, being the antithesis of see Gen. xlix. 25. Ps. evii. 20. 
Sirac. x\i. 18. xxiv. 5, and comp. Ps. cxxxix. 8. Amos ix. 2. Matt, 
xi. 23.) Here u(3vggov designates the ^iKt? of the Hebrews, considered 
as the abode of the dead ; as is evident from Xs/tfrov sz vtzgw uvayayzTv. 
The general idea conveyed by the expression is, i Say not that an 
insuperable difficulty is to be overcome, in order to be a believer; 
such a difficulty as would be in the way if one must ascend to heaven 
in order to bring Christ down, or descend into the world beneath 
in order to bring him up.’ 

The quotations before us are clear examples of the liberty which 
Paul takes, of accommodating the spirit of the Old Testament to 
the objects and truths of the gospel, without any slavish subjection 
to the mere form of words. 

(8) ’AXXa Tt Xtyui i. e., what saith ir\ iz rziGTtu; 8/zatoavvri? It saith; 
’Eyyic oou . . . gov, the word is nigh to thee, in thy mouth and in thy 
heart. 'PJj/xa here means £5jj/xa rriGreco;, i. e ., the gospel, as the sequel 
shows; comp. 1 Tim. iv. 6. In thy mouth , in thine own language, 
i. e a subject of conversation and teaching. In thy heart , i. e ., a sub¬ 
ject of meditation and thought. Sentiment; 1 The doctrine which I 
inculcate, is so far from being an obscure and inaccessible and forbid¬ 
den mystery, that it is daily a subject of reflection and of conversa¬ 
tion.’ That the apostle means the doctrine of faith which he taught 
and preached, is clear from the following tout « 'art . . . zr,ovGGoixsv. 

(9) "On, because , i. e., say not in thine heart, &c., because if, &c .— 
*Eav o/LLoXoy^orjg .... *Ir ; <roDv, if thou shalt openly profess with thy 
mouth , that Jesus is Lord. The verb o/ioXoygw means literally eadem 
loqui, to speak what consents or agrees with something which others 
speak or maintain . But it is frequently used to denote speaking or 
professing openly , i. e., proclaiming openly one’s belief in Christ, 
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which was speaking in accordance with what other Christians had 
avowed. ’Ey r(p (Trocar/, by word of mouth , in words, or by the use of 
language. Ku^ov I take to be the predicate of the sentence in thi# 
case, i. e>, a true believer is to confess that Jesus is Lord; comp. Acts 
ii. 36. v. 31. Phil. ii. 9 , 10 , where the order of the words is K vgiog 
’lrjtou; Xgnrrog (the same as here), but where it is certain that Kvg/ov 
must be a predicate, viz., that Jesus Christ is Lord . The position of 
Kjpov before ’irjtovv, is for the sake of emphasis. 

K at KtaTtufiys .... vexguv, and shall believe in thy heart that God 
hath raised him from the dead; i. e., shalt sincerely, ex animo , believe 
that God has raised him from the dead, and exalted him to the throne 
of universal dominion. It is not the simple fact of a resurrection of 
Jesus’ body from the tomb, which in the apostle’s view is the great 
and distinguishing feature of Christian belief; it is the exaltation, 
glory, and saving power that are consequent on the resurrection, 
which he evidently connects with this event. So in Phil. ii. 8—11. 
So in Acts ii. 24, 31—33, where the whole connection is very ex¬ 
plicit; comp, also lleb. ii. 9. 2 Cor. iv. 14. Acts xvii. 31. Koin. 
iv. 25. 1 Cor. xv. 17—20. 

2 uOfjfffo thou shalt be saved ; i. e., a bold and open profession of the 
Christian faith, united with a sincere and hearty belief of it, will 
secure the salvation of him who makes such a profession; all which 
shows that the way of salvation is open and easy of access. 

The reader will observe, that the apostle has here followed the 
order of the quotations which he had made from the law of Moses 
(verse 8) in stating the conditions of salvation. Independently of 
this, we might naturally expect that belief of the heart would be 
first mentioned, and then confession of the mouth, t. e., by words ; for 
this is the order of nature. And so, in the explanation immediately 
subjoined, the apostle does in fact arrange his declarations ; viz. 

GO) KagMcp yag .... auTnftav, for with the heart there is belief 
unto justification, and with the mouth confession is made unto salva¬ 
tion. 11/ffreueraj and 6 / 4 oXoye 7 Ya/, if regarded as being in the Mid. 
voice, may be rendered in an active sense ; but both may be taken 
passively and rendered as above; or we may translate: Belief is 
exercised, confession is made, &c. Our English version takes the 
first verb actively , and the last passively; which does not seem to 
have been intended by the writer, r illiistranlis, i. e., before a 
clause which assigns a ground or reason for what had just been said. 
E/f dtxaMvvriv and tig owrjjp/an mean, so that justification is attained 
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and so that salvation is attained. E/; here, as often, stands before a 
noun designating the object or end to be obtained, and may be called 
% if telicum. 

The sentiment of the verse is the same as before; viz,, sincere 
belief in Christ, and open profession of him, are essential conditions 
of salvation, and such as, being complied with, will certainly Becure 
it. The design of the apostle in repeating it, is merely to make an 
appeal, respecting this point, to the feelings and convictions of those 
whom he addressed. This is an important point, in the course of 
his argumentation. 

(11) This is still further confirmed by again bringing into view 

a text, to which lie had before made an appeal in chap. ix. 33. na; 
o . . . xaToa<i%'\jvOr i G£rai) no one who believeth on him shall ever be 
disappointed; i. e. y salvation is certain to every true believer. Ila; 
. . . ov I have put together, and rendered no one. If the ou in this 
ease had been connected with eras by position, and not with the verb, 
the meaning would then have been, as in English, not every one , i. e. y 
come but not all. See New Test. Gramm. § 116. 1. The form ot 
the Greek is JJeb?'aistic. The Hebrew had no method of saying 
none, except by using ^3 (every one) with a negative ^ (not). Ka- 
ra/a%ov0q<rera/ f none shall be put to shame by a failure of his 

hopes, none shall be disappointed. 

(12) The word car, which the above quotation from Is. xxviii. 16 
exhibits, gives occasion here for the apostle to bring into view a 
point which he had often insisted upon in the previous parts of his 
epistle, particularly in chaps, iii. iv., viz., that the salvation of the 
gospel is proffered to all men without distinction, and on the same 
terms. oD yag . . . "EXX^or, for there is no difference between the 
Jew and the Greek , or there is no distinction of Jew and Greek , i. e. y 
no distinction as to the offers of salvation, and the terms on which it 
may be had. Te xa/is used here, as often elsewhere, between two 
members coupled together closely by the sentence, but diverse or 
antithetic in respect to meaning. I'd? illustrantis y viz., illustrating the 
car of the preceding assertion. In fact, there is a singular succes¬ 
sion here of clauses, arising one out of another, to all of which yd% is 
prefixed. Tlius in verse 10, xaeS/a yag x. r. X., assigns a ground or 
confirmation of the preceding declaration ; verse 11, riXs* ya» x. c. X., 
assigns a ground of confirmation, in respect to what had been ad¬ 
vanced in verse 10, i. c. y it appeals to the Scriptures in confirmation 
ol it; verse 12, oi yag x. r. X., is again a confirmation ol the dcclara- 
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tion . .. ou e^aia^uvd^oirai, and this last declaration is, in its turn, 
confirmed by two succeeding ones, viz., o ydo avrb; x. r. X., and -raf yug 
oc x. r. X., the first of which contains a declaration of the apostle, and 
the second an appeal to the Scriptures confirming this declaration : so 
that here are no less than five clauses in immediate succession, all of 
which have a yag prefixed, and in the same sense throughout, i. e. y 
each ya$ stands in a clause which serves to confirm or illustrate the 
preceding assertion. This is altogether characteristic of the manner 
of Paul; who ill the course of making a single declaration, often 
throws out words which suggest whole trains of thought that are but 
indirectly connected with the main object of the declaration, but 
which the apostle stops in order to express ; and in expressing them, 
he is often led again to other thoughts connected with these subor¬ 
dinate ones; and these other thoughts again lead to a third series (if 
they may be so named) ; and after expressing all these, the writer 
returns again, and resumes his main subject; compare for example 
Korn. i. 1—7, where vers. 1 and 7 belong together; liom. v. 12—18, 
where ver. IS is a resumption of the subject in ver. 12, and a comple¬ 
tion of the comparison there begun. So in Eph. iii. 1—iv, 1. where 
iii. 1 is immediately connected with iv. 1, while there is a parenthesis 
(so to speak) of twenty verses between. It is this manner of unfold¬ 
ing his thoughts, which gives birth to so many instances of ydg, 
whose proper use is, to stand before a clause that is added in order 
to assign a reason of what precedes, or to exhibit an illustration or 
confirmation of it. Now inasmuch as the apostle Paul often writes 
in the way above described, where one thought grows out of another 
in succession (as in the case above); so it is not strange that we have 
a yd§ that corresponds with declarations of this nature, and therefore 
often repeated ; a circumstance, I may add, which seems not to have 
been duly noticed by the great body of commentators. 

'<) ydo .... rrdvrojvy for there is the same Lord of all; i. e., the 
Jews and Gentiles have one common Lord and Master; comp. Horn, 
iii. 29, 30. iv. 1G, 17.— TlXovruv .... abrCv, abounding [in goodness] 
toward all who call upon him , n Xcvrdv means being rich , having 
abumlance y viz., of wealth. But here the connection shows, of course, 
tliat the apostle means rich in spiritual blessings , abounding in spi¬ 
ritual favours towards men .—' KmxaXou/Livot; et avriv, like the Heb. 

NljJ, means making supplication to him , performing acts of 
devotion to him . Udvra; here again shows, that the goodness of God 
is not limited to the Jewish nation, but equally proffered to all. 
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(13) This is confirmed again by another quotation which exhibits 
the same -raj. Ila; yaj . . . for every one who calls on the 

name of the Lord , shall be saved. Here we have the full Hebrew 
form, viz., nirYJ ECO every true worshipper of God; 

owyxa being pleonastic, as in u the name of the God of Jacob defend 
thee,” “ the name of the Lord is a strong tower,” &c. 

In regard to the quotations in vers. 11 and 13, from Is. xxviii. 16 
and Joel iii. 5 (ii. 32), it has been frequently remarked, that the 
original Hebrew in neither place exhibits Christ a3 the object of sup¬ 
plication and the author of salvation. In a certain sense this is true ; 
i . e., it is true, that the sacred writers of the Old Testament, in these 
passages, seem to have had principally in view the confidence which 
is placed in God in a season of danger and distress, and the promise 
that such confidence should not be in vain. But here again, as in a 
multitude of other eases of the like nature, it is the principle of action 
which is the main question, and not the sptcial relation of it in ancient 
times. Is the priiiciple the same under the Christian dispensation 
as it was under the Jewish one, viz., that those who are exposed to 
danger and distress, and who put their trust in God, shall obtain 
deliverance? Is this true in a spiritual, as well as in a temporal 
respect ? Or rather, is there not a to this promise under 

the gospel? This will not be denied. Paul did not expect his read¬ 
ers to deny it; and consequently he has made appeals in vers. 11, 13, 
which apply specially to Christ; although the passages, in their origi¬ 
nal connection, do not seem to have had such a special reference. 
But in doing this (verses 13—15 show clearly that lie has done it), 
lie has authorized us to apply to Christ the same divine worship and 
honour, which the saints of ancient days applied to Jehovah. Other¬ 
wise how could he make such an application of the words before us ? 
lie must have known that his readers wxmld of course see, that he 
applied the very same things to Christ, which the writers of the Old 
Testament referred to Jehovah; and consequently, that he considered 
him as entitled to the same honours and confidence. I see not any 
way in which wc can make less out of the passage than this, viz., 
that all who believe in Christ shall be saved, and all who pray to him 
shall be saved. Of course, sincere belief and supplication are here 
intended. 

(14) The apostle here anticipates an objection which he expected 
the Jew would make to his argument, which urses the necessity of 
calling on Christ in order to be saved: ‘ How shall one call on him, 
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unless he is first a believer in him, i. e. y first persuaded that he is the 
proper object of religious invocation! And how shall he believe 
this, provided no declaration of it has been made to him! And how 
can such a declaration be made, unless by a messenger or preacher 
duly commissioned? For the Scripture itself bestows its encomium 
on such messengers, and thus impliedly recognises the importance of 
them. 1 To all this the apostle gives an answer in the sequel, vers. 
16 seq. 

It seems to me almost a matter of indifference, whether (with Gro- 
tius) we suppose the apostle to introduce an objector as speaking 
here in the person of an unbelieving Jew, or whether (with Tho- 
luck and most commentators) we suppose the apostle himself to utter 
the words in question. If we attribute them to the apostle, we must 
suppose him to be uttering what an objector would naturally say; 
and this is the substantial part of the whole matter. It can be of no 
consequence by whom it is uttered. 

Nor is it necessary to suppose, that all which comes from an ob¬ 
jector is false. The speciousness of an objection consists in the 
claims of some part of it to be considered as true. We may concede, 
therefore, that the reasoning of the objector here is correct, if you 
allow him his premises; i. e it is true that men must first believe 
on a Saviour, before they will call upon him; and that he must be 
preached to them, before they can believe on him; and that in order 
to this, there must be some one to preach. It is true that the Scrip¬ 
ture recognizes the importance of such messengers. But then, the 
main question here after all is, whether the fact assumed as a basis 
of all this reasoning, viz., that the Jew had not heard the gospel , is 
true. The apostle proceeds in the sequel to show that this is not the 
case; and therefore that the whole objection falls to the ground. 

Tiu>$ tov . . . Wicrtvcav, how then shall they cedi [on him] in whom 
they have not believed ? i. e. y how shall they pray to him, do religious 
homage to him, who is not the object of belief or confidence? oJv 
marks here a relation to the foregoing assertions. w It is used,” says 
Passow, * in interrogative sentences, with reference to preceding 
assertions which are conceded.” So here, the objector (or Paul in 
his place) says, c Conceding now that all who call on him shall be 
saved, yet how can men call on one of whom they have not heard, 
&c. T By saying this he aims to apologize for the unbelief of many 
Jews who still rejected the Saviour. This delicate shade of ou* is 
not noted in the lexicons of Wahl and Bretschneider. 

2 Gr 
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E /5 ov here must mean the Lord Jeaus Christ; for surely he is the 
specific object of faith or belief, about which the apostle is here dis¬ 
coursing. 

Tied; 61 nnfreuiouaiv [e/< airin'] o5 oix '/jxoutfciv; and how shall they believe 
[on him] of whom they have not heat'd? That is, before one can 
believe on a Saviour, he must have some knowledge of him ; this 
Saviour must be proclaimed to him. OS here is the Genitive gov¬ 
erned by vixouffav; u verba sensus gaudent Genitivo.” — Krj^ffffovrog, a 
preacher , is one who proclaims in public any matter, who publishes 
aloud; in the Hebrew "lEOP. 

(15) II 0 )i Se . . . dnotfraXwei ; And how shall they preach , except 
they be sent? i e. y unless they are divinely commissioned; comp. Jer. 
xxiii 21. 

K a6w$ yeyganrou, as it is written. The connection of the sentiment 
which follows with that which precedes, I have not found exhibited 
in any commentator so as to satisfy me. Most critics do not appear 
to have felt any difficulty with the passage, and have said little or 
nothing to the purpose upon it. But in my own mind there is diffi¬ 
culty in seeing how the sequel here either illustrates or confirms the 
declaration immediately preceding. The course of the thought seems 
to be this, viz., i the importance of the heralds of salvation is implied 
in the high commendation which the Scripture bestows upon them.’ 
This is indeed truly implied in the words quoted ; for why should 
these heralds be spoken of with high and joyful commendation, 
if they are not important instruments in the salvation of men? So 
the speaker in this case, in making this quotation, illustrates what 
he has just suggested respecting the importance of the heralds of 
salvation. 

ojga7oi . . . ra ayaOu, how beautiful are the feet of those who 
publish salvation , who i?roclaim good tidings ! The Septuagint trans¬ 
lates thus : dg wga ini ruv ofscov, d; node; euayye\{£ ) o t u,svo\j dxo t,v iiorjvr,:, d; 
e'juyye’ktfyfj.evo’o ayadd ! So the Codex Yaticanus; and I suppose that 
after the latter w;- the translator must have supplied in his own mind 
the word nhuig, in order to make out a sense which would be good. 
The Hebrew runs thus: u How beautiful on the mountains are the 
feet of him who proclaims glad tidings, who publishes peace, who 
makes proclamation of good!” Is. lii. 7. Paul has evidently made 
a new translation, in his quotation; but he has abridged the original 
Hebrew.—O/ note;, feet, i. e., a part of the person taken for the whole; 
as often in Hebrew, and so in other languages; comp. Acts v. 0 . The 
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reason why #/ fl'o'Sec is here chosen rather than any other part of the 
body to be the representative of the person would seem to be, that 
the heralds who proclaim any thing travel from place to 

place in order to discharge their duty. 

E/gym pood, salvation , good in its most extensive sense. 

—E bcLyytkiij^u means primarily, according to its etymology, to publish 
good news. But secondarily, it conveys only the general idea to 
publish; consequently it takes after it the Acc. of a noun indicating 
the thing published, as here tfyqvw . . . rd ayadd. 

(16) ’AXX’ ou ndvreg . . . evayye\!u> y but all have not obeyed the 
gospel; i. e., notwithstanding what you say ( a\\d concedes), still it is 
true, that all to whom the gospel has been published have not be¬ 
come obedient to it. So I feel compelled to explain this passage; on 
the connection of which I have been able to find no commentator 
who has given me satisfaction, The connection I take to be thus. 
The objector (in verses 14 and 15) pleads by way of apology for his 
unbelieving countrymen, that it could not be expected they would 
believe without the gospel being preached to them, for the Scripture 
itself acknowledges and proclaims the importance of preachers; thus 
meaning to intimate that many of them had not heard it proclaimed. 
To this the apostle answers, (1) That many who had heard it, viz., 
such as the objector himself must concede had heard it, did not be¬ 
lieve it; and he quotes Is. liii. 1, in order to show that the great 
prophet had predicted this same thing. 

To this the Jew replies, that the very quotation which he makes 
contains an implication of the sentiment, that men must hear the 
gospel before they can believe it, who hath believed our report, 
? meaning thereby to intimate, that a part of his kinsmen 
after the flesh, at least, arc not to be involved in the charge of cri¬ 
minal unbelief. This last intimation the apostle immediately takes 
up, and replies to it, (2) In verses 11—21, by repeated quotations 
from the Old Testament, showing that they all had heard the glad 
tidings of the gospel, or at least showing that what was said in 
ancient times of the Jews, in respect to the warnings and promises of 
God, may now be said with equal truth and propriety. It is the 
principle of the apostle’s assertion or reasoning, which he designs to 
support and justify by these quotations. In both ancient and gospel 
times it could never have beeu strictly and literally true, that to 
every individual Jew the message of life and salvation has been ac¬ 
tually proclaimed. Nor was it necessary to the apostle’s purpose. 



408 


EOMAJfS X. 17, 18. 


It wag enough, If the proclamation had been openly, and repeatedly, 
and perseveringly made among the Jews, 00 that all who would , had 
opportunities of hearing it. Their ignorance in such a case would 
of course be voluntary , and therefore altogether without excuse. 

It is so at the present hour. Thousands in this land have never 
heard a gospel-sermon, or read a book which disclosed the truths of 
the gospel, in their whole lives. But why ? The sound of the go¬ 
spel is gone out into all the land, its words even to the end thereof; 
and ignorance is, certainly for the most part, voluntary and criminal; 
nor can it be justly alleged as making at all against the general asser¬ 
tion, that the terms of salvation are published to all. 

With this explanation of the course of thought, our future way 
will be comparatively easy and plain. 

} Hoatag . . . for Isaiah saith , Lord , who hath believed our 

report ? Is, liii. 1. That is, the prophet complains that the declara¬ 
tions made respecting the Messiah are not credited by those who 
hear them. Here then is an example of Jews who hear and believe 
not; and one to the apostle’s purpose, who had just said, that not all 
the Jews who did hear believed the gospel. ~ The same thing is as¬ 
serted by Isaiah, which the apostle now asserts; so that he could not 
be accused of producing a new or strange charge. 

(17) "A$a . . . QsoV, faith then comes by hearing , and hearing by 
the word of God; i. e ., the very quotation you make concedes the 
principle, that the gospel must first be published before men can be 
taxed with criminality for unbelief; for Isaiah complains of those to 
w hom it had been published .—'II os ay.or t o<a, »r/j.aro; roD ©toy, i. e., the 
word of God, the gospel, must first be proclaimed before it can be 
heard, understood, and believed. The verse I take to be the sug¬ 
gestion of the objector. He means to insist by it, that many of the 
Jews are not culpable for unbelief, inasmuch as they have not heard 
the gospel, and hearing it is necessary to the believing of it. 

(18) The apostle admits the correctness of the principle, viz., that 
faith comcth by hearing ; but he denies the fact which was implied 
in the statement of it, viz., that there was a part of the Jewdsh nation 
who had not heard, i. e who had not enjoyed the opportunity to hear. 
So the sequel: ’ Xsyw . . . qKouoav; but I reply: Have they not 
heard ? MevoZvytj yes t verily; compounded of jx'sv, ouv, and ys. Mevcdv 
asserts, and ye increases the intensity of the assertion. In the pr t ovx 
before ijzovsav, the fti is the sign of interrogation, and cvx simply qua¬ 
lifies the verb; see New Test. Gramm. § 153. 5. 
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TC/’s rroLttoLv . . . ra Iri/LLara uutuiv, quoted from Ps. xix. 5, in the words 
of the Septuagint, which here follows the Hebrew. 'O (pOoyyog auruv, 
in the original Psalm, means the voice or sound of the works of na¬ 
ture, which show or declare in all the earth that he who made them 
is God, and the God of glory. The apostle seems to use the words 
in this place simply as the vehicle of his own thoughts, as they were 
very convenient and appropriate. The expressions xaoav rqv yjjv and 
ra vigaTct 77); oixou t iL£V7)g, are common and figurative expressions to de¬ 
signate the idea of far and wide, what is unlimited in extent, &e. 
As originally employed by the Psalmist, they may be taken in their 
greatest latitude. As used by the apostle, they may be taken in the 
like latitude so far as the Jews are concerned ; for it is of them, and 
them only, that he is here particularly speaking. 

(19) * AXXa \iyu, but I say y i.e.y I reply again in reference to the 
opportunity of the Jews to gain some knowledge of the gospel. 

Mn TtfgajjX oux eyvoo ; Doth not Israel know? What —is not said, 
and has been matter of much controversy. To me, however, it 
seems plain, that it is to be gathered from the subsequent context; 
if so, it is clear that the sentiment is : c Doth not Israel know (as I 
have before said, verses 11, 12), that the Gentiles are to be received 
as well as the Jews, and the Jews to be cast off for unbelief?’ The 
apostle now proceeds to quote passages of the Old Testament, which 
show that the ancient prophets have explicitly declared the same 
thing. Reiche construes the phrase thus : ‘ Has not [God] loved or 
acknowledged Israel?’ Comp. Amos iii. 2. Hos. viii. 5. Rom. xi. 2. 
But I cannot regard this as congruous with the context. 

Ilgu)7og Maiuorjg Xeyo, first, Moses saith . Xlf>u>7og I understand here as 
meaning first in point or order of time , like the Hebrew : 

comp, the Lex. under rrgwog. 

’Eycj , . . <7ragogyiui uftag, I will move you to jealousy by that which is 
no nation , I will excite you to indignation by a foolish people; i. e., 
I will make you jealous, by receiving to favour those whom you 
regai’d as unworthy of the name of a people (Idvog, >ia), viz. the Gen¬ 
tiles; I will render you indignant, by receiving to favour a foolish, 
people , fa? ^ a - The Hebrew designates one that is spiritually 
foolish, u a wicked, unbelieving person, who contemns God. 
° The fool (fa3) hath said in his heart: There is no God.” u Fools 
( D '*9?) make a mock at sin.” Consequently the epithet aavvtrog 
here designates a wicked or idolatrous people. The meaning of the 
whole is : 4 1 will receive to my favour the heathen whom you rc- 
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ganl as despicable, and who are without God and without hope in 
the world.’ In Deut. xxxii. 21 (from which these words are quoted), 
God complains of the Jews, that they had apostatized from him and 
gone after idols, and thus provoked his jealousy and indignation. 
Because they had so done, he declares that he will, at some future 
period, provoke them, and excite their jealousy, by receiving a 
heathen and idolatrous people in their stead. 

YVhether Moses (in Deut. xxxii. 21) had in view the salvation of 
the Gentiles in gospel times, cannot well be determined. There is 
nothing in the context adapted to prove it; and I may add, nothing 
which forbids this supposition. Be this however as it may, it is 
enough for the apostle’s purpose, that the same 'principle is developed 
in the words of Moses, which is developed by the reception of the 
Gentiles into the Christian church in his time. Now as the Jews 
were jealous and angry because of this reception, so the apostle 
might appeal to the declarations of Moses, as an exhibition of the 
very same views and sentiments which he had been teaching. 

(20) 'llffctia; B* . . . ‘htyu, but Isaiah comes out boldly and says , In 
d-o7oX/xa, the dcro augments the signification and this is often, (al¬ 
though not always) the case, when prepositions are compounded 
with verbs. 

Eio'idrjv .... trsgwrufft, I was found by those who sought me not , 
J manifested myself to those who did not inquire after me; i. e,, the 
Gentiles, who had been accustomed to serve dumb idols, and had no 
knowledge of the true God, and did not seek after him, have, through 
the gospel, been brought near to him, and he has, in Christ, dis¬ 
closed himself to those who were before in utter ignorance of him 
and made no inquiries for him. The passage is quoted from Is. lxv. 1, 

which the Seventy have 
translated agreeably to the words of the apostle, but in citing these 
words Paul has reversed the order of the clauses. The translation 
is ad sensum only: the more literal and exact shade of meaning in 
the Hebrew is : I am sought after [viz., as an object of religious in¬ 
quiry and worship] by those who have not [hitherto] asked after 
me, I am found by those who did not seek for me. But as the pur¬ 
pose of the apostle is merely to designate the general idea of the 
prophet, viz., that God would be worshipped, at some future time, 
by those who had hitherto been ‘‘strangers to the covenant of pro¬ 
mise,” and w without God in the world,” so the version of the 
Seventy is fully adequate to his purpose. 
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Thus far the apostle quotes in respect to the reception of the 
Gentiles. There still remains an important part behind, viz., the 
rejection of the Jews for their unbelief; or at least their unbelief 
itself, which implies their consequent rejection. 

(21) . . . avriX's'/ovTct, but unto Israel he saith: All the day 

long have I stretched out my hand to a disobedient and gainsaying 
people, "OXrjv ri?v nfi'^av, continually , constantly , without inter¬ 

mission ; which implies long and persevering efforts on the part of 
God’s messengers to the Jews, and peculiar hardness of heart and 
blindness of mind on their part. To stretch out the hands , is to 
address by way of inviting, beckoning, beseeching, warning; comp. 
Prov. i. 24.—’Acre/doDkra characterizes unbelief in what is said by 
God’s messengers ; dvr/Xeyovra, contradiction, or gainsaying . 

Thus has the apostle shown once more, and in a way different 
from that which he took in chap, iv., that the Gentiles stand on an 
equal footing with the Jews, as to gospel privileges, and that God 
may, in perfect consistency with his ancient promises and declara¬ 
tions, cast off the Jews, when they persist in unbelief, and receive 
believing Gentiles as his people in their stead. The repulsive nature 
of this doctrine to the feelings of his proud and self-righteous coun¬ 
trymen, seems to be the reason why the apostle recurs to it so often, 
and enforces it by such repeated appeals to the Old Testament. 


CHAP. XL 1—36. 


The apostle having thus plainly asserted tho rcjoclion of the Jews, and the reception of the 
Gentiles into their place as the people of God, and this without having yet made particular ex¬ 
planations or limitations, now proceeds to suggest various considerations which might serve to 
correct the wrong views that his countrymen would probably entertain in regard to the declara¬ 
tions which he had just made. The Jew would very naturally ask (ns Paul suggests in ver. 1): 
* I s true, then, that God lias actually cast his people away, to whom pertained the adoption, 
and the glory, and the covenant, and the pr omisest Can this be consistent with his veracity and 
his faithfulness—with the numerous promises which he made to Abruhain, and which he often 
oonfirmed and repeated to his posterity ?’ 

It was natural fora Jew to ask such questions; and the apostle, anticipating them, proceedj 
in chapter xi. to answer them. lie shows In verses 1 — 5, that now, as formerly in times of the 
greatest declension, God hns still a remnant among his people who are true believers, t. e., belon* 
to the spiritual seed of Abralmm. Iiut this remnant are, as he has already maintained in ohnps. 
viii. ix., those w hom the eleotiou of God according to his purposes of grace has made the subjects 



472 


ROMANS XI. 1. 


of hie mercy, and who are not saved by their own merits; while the rest arc given up to their 
own hardness of heart and blindness of mind, even as their own Scriptures have expressly fore¬ 
told, verses C—10. Yet it wilt not always remain thus. The whole of the nation will, at some 
future day, be brought within the pale of the Christian church. Their present general unbelief 
Is now the occasion of the gospel being preached to the Gentiles, and of the increase of the Chris¬ 
tian church among them ; bo that even their rejection has been the occasion of blessings to others. 
How much more then is to be imped, from their general return to God I verses 11—15. 

This return must take place. The nation, from its origin, were consecrated to God, and they 
must .yet return to him; for although some of its branches were broken off because of unhelief, 
nnd others were grafted in to supply their place, yet in due time they will be again received. 
The Gentiles, therefore, who have been grafted in, can have no reason to indulge in pride and 
boasting on account of this. They are cautioned against such a spirit, and exhorted to guard 
with the greatest watchfulness against unbelief, since this would occasion them also to be re¬ 
jected. Nor ought they to demean themselves loftily toward the Jews, who were yet to be re¬ 
ceived back to the divine favour, and fully restored as the people of God, vere. IS—27. Although 
they are now enemies of the gospel, good comes to the Gentiles through this; and the promises 
made to their fathers of old are not forgotten, and will yet be fully carried into execution, vers. 
28, 29. Although now in a state of unbelief, they will obtain mercy in the like manner B3 the 
Gentiles have obtained it who were once in the same state, vers. 30,31. For God has showed both 
Gentiles and Jews, that they were Included in unbelief and Justly subject to the condemning 
sentence of the law ; and he has suffered them to come into such a 9lale, that he might display, 
in the more signul manner, his mercy toward them, vcr. 32. The ways and judgments of God 
In his proceedings with Jews and Gentiles, are beyond the reach of human wisdom; they are 
deep and unfathomable mysteries, which can be fully searched out and known only by the Infi¬ 
nite Mind. We can admire and adore, but never fathom the depths thereof, vers. 33—36. 

At last, then, the apostle comes fully to the conclusion, that there arc mysteries in the divine 
proceedings relative to the reception of some and the rejection of others, wllich are entirely be¬ 
yond the reach of human comprehension. God has reserved the reasons of such proceedings to 
himself, and not disclosed them to his creatures. If this be truly the cose, then is there not 
something more in these awful mysteries, than what those admit or believe who strenuously re¬ 
ject, the doctrine of election? On the ground which they maintain, I do not see why the mind 
of t'Lie apostle should be so deeply affected with the mysterious and unseardiable nature of the 
whole transaction. This is, indeed, a very obvious remark; but I must leave it to the reader, 
whether it has not an important bearing on the exegesis of chaps, viii. ix. xi., and some other 
parts of this epistle. I cannot help thinking that Paul had something more in his mind, than 
they have who read him in the manner stated —something different al6o from that which they 
admit. 


(1) A iya ouv, the words of an objector; as much as to say: ( If 
this be true which you affirm, then must it not follow, that God has 
rejected his chosen people?’ Ojv is very common in questions which 
have a reference to what had been before said. 

Thy 'kabv avrou, his own people, i. e., his own peculiar people, the 
Jews. And here the objector means by Aaov airov, the whole of the 
nation, as the sequel, which exhibits the answer, evidently shows. 

In reply to the question thus put Paul answers, that an universal 
rejection of the Jews was not meant to be affirmed by what he had 
said. lie adduces himself as an exception to such a rejection, mul 
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a proof that it was not meant to be asserted by him.— Ka! yag iyd 
x. t. X., for I myself or even 1 . The xal in this case qualifies iyu as 
an intensive particle, which is best rendered as above. ’iojajjX/rjjs, 
i. e., a descendant of Israel. ’Ex am^arog ’ Afigady, is only a synonyme 
with the preceding expression for the purpose of amplification, or with 
particular reference to the same phrase which is often repeated in 
the Old Testament.—<t>uX?jj ttevia/Mlv, so he describes himselfin Phil, 
iii, 5. It is merely a circumstance of particularity in description, 
which serves to make it more impressive. 

(2) Oux . . . ‘TTgosyvco, God hath not cast away his people whom he 
foreknew , i. e ., whom he before determined or decided should be his 
people. In other words, he has not utterly rejected the Jewish peo¬ 
ple, whom he from the first ordained to be his people. See on the 
word woeyve*) in chap. viii. 29, and compare ver. 29 below. To ren¬ 
der ‘Tgosyvc/j formerly acknowledged , does not accord with the design 
of the passage. The sentiment plainly is such as is developed in chap, 
viii. 28, by the ovg ^osyvu x. r. X. ; and the writer in his choice of 
language here, seems plainly to refer to the words there employed. 
The sentiment is, that the w xard n-godiff/v xXriroi among the Jews are 
by no means cast off. 

r H cvx . . . • 7} ygoL<pr} y know ye not what the Scripture says in 
Elijah ? i. e.y in that part or portion of it which is cited by the name 
of Elijah, because it contains his history. The division of the Scrip¬ 
ture into chapters and verses, is a modern thing; nothing of this 
kind occurs in the writings of the ancient fathers. Such a division 
of the Hebrew Scriptures was made by Hugo de Cardinalis in the 
twelfth century ; and of the New Testament, by the famous printer 
and editor, Robert Stephens, Of course, reference to the Scriptures 
in ancient times was in a very different way from that now practised: 
and was for the most part, such as we see in the verse before us. 
So the Rabbins cite, in the Mishna; and so the Greek authors were 
accustomed to cite Homer ; e. g. f ev ruv vewv xaraXoyw, in the cata¬ 
logue of the ships , i, e ., the passage which contains such a catalogue, 
&c. ; comp. Mark xii. 26, M rod /3drov, t. e., in the passage which 
gives an account of the burning bush. The ij is the mere sign of 
interrogation. 

'n g.when; so it often signifies. *Evrvy%dvei .... xard, means to 
plead against , to make intercession against; as ivruy^dveiv . • . ucte^ 
means to intercede for . 

(3) Kug/i . . . /ao u, cited fronfl K. xix. 10, ad sensum and with 
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contractions, also not exactly in the order of the Hebrew text which 
runs thus : “ And he [Elijah] said, I am very jealous for Jehovah, 
the God of hosts ; for the children of Israel have forsaken thy cove¬ 
nant, they have destroyed thine altars, and killed thy prophets; and 
I only am left, and they seek my life to take it away.” The pro¬ 
phet complains, in these words, of what he supposed to be the uni¬ 
versal apostasy of Israel. Karetfxa-^av, lit. digged down; for altars 
were usually made with stones and earth or turf, so that digging down 
characterizes the kind of effort necessary to destroy them— Tr t f 
■^■oyfv, natural or animated life ; often so in the Hebrew; comp.Matt, 
ii. 20. To seek ones life , i. e ., to seek to take away one’s life, is a 
Hebraism. 

(4) XgriftaTiffpog, divine response , from t /£ w , to do public busi¬ 

ness , to give public responses, &c. In the New Testament, it is ap¬ 
plied only to the response or warning of the true God. —’E/xaurp. 
Dativus commodi , as grammarians say, viz. the person or thing for 
which any thing is or is done, is put in the Dative ; for myself means 
for my service.—* E^rrar.taytXioug uvbeas, the number seven is probably 
employed here in the way of a round number , i. e., a definite in¬ 
stead of an indefinite number. So the Romans were wont to use 
sexcenti; and in like manner 70 and 40 are frequently used in the 
Scripture. So much, however, is to be understood by it here, viz. 
a very considerable number. 

y6vj t bowed the knee , a part of the religious service ren¬ 
dered to idols. Bowing the knee is an attitude of reverence and 
supplication. Baal (^?) was the name of the principal god among 
theCanaanites, Carthaginians, Assyrians, and Babylonians. The Phe- 
nicians called him (Adoni), and the Greeks ’Adovfc. T* B d*\ 
with the fern, article rf ; and so also in the Sept., in IIos. ii. 8. Jer. 
ii. 8. xi. 13. xix. 5. Zcph. i. 4, also Tobit i. 5. To solve this sin¬ 
gular appearance (for Baal generally has the masc. article), Eras¬ 
mus, Bcza, and Grotius, suppose that e/xwv is understood, so that 
the full expression would be rfi tUovi BaaX. Others ( e. g ., Brais, 
Beyer, C. Schmid) suppose that there was a female deity by the name 
of Baal, L e ., the moon; like and (Jcr. xxxii. 35. xliv. 17, 
18, 19, 25), which were symbols of the sun and moon. But the 
objection to this is r that in Jer. xxxii. 35, h BdaX (fern.) is the same 
as 6 MoXog (masc.). Others suppose that Baal was avigdyunig, a her - 
niaphroditt divinity', and 60 might take either 6 or like the Latin 
]tens Lunus and Dea Luna; and this seems most probable, at least 



475 


ROMANS XI. 5, G. 

the Seventy seem to have been of this opinion. Others solve it by 
supposing the fem . article to be applied in the way of contempt; just 
as Mohammed (Koran Sur. LIII.) speaks with contempt of the hea¬ 
then Arabians, who had gods with fem. names; and so in Arabic, the 
name of an idol is God (in the fem.) ; and so the Rabbins call idol 
gods, gods (fem.). 

(5) ourwc xai .... yeyovev, in like manner , then, even at the 'pre¬ 
sent time , there is a remnant according to the election of grace; i. e. } 
as in ancient times, when it appeared to the prophet Elijah as if apo¬ 
stasy was universal among his countrymen, and yet there was not a 
few sincere worshippers of the true God, although unknown to him; 
60 at the present time, although the unbelief of the Jews appears to 
be nearly universal, yet God has a people among them, viz., all such 
as he has of his mercy chosen to everlasting life; comp. viii. 28, seq. 
ix. 15,1G, 23, 27. The aib here has reference to what precedes. O urug 
owv means as much as to say: 6 Such then being the case, 5 or * cir¬ 
cumstances being as I have now related .’—Kai qualifies sv rw vvv xutgw, 
according to the version.— a remnant , i. e ., a small number, 
a part which though considerable in itself is small compared with 
another part. So here, the number of Jewish believers, although 
then considerable and important, was small compared with the whole 
number of unbelievers. Consequently 7 sTfifin may be used to de¬ 
signate it; comp. ix. 27.—Kaf sxXoyrjv according to an elec¬ 

tion which is not made on the ground of merit, but of mercy . God 
has not chosen Jewish believers unto salvation, because their obe¬ 
dience first made them the objects of his choice ; but he chose them 
because he had mercy on them; comp, the texts cited above from 
lloin. ix., and the commentary on them. That the apostle means 
fully to convey such a sentiment, is plain from the verse that fol¬ 
lows; viz. 

(G) E/ de . . . . tgyw, but if it be of grace , then it is not at all of 
works; i. e. y if God’s exXoyrj, his choosing this Xe^x/ia to salvation, be 
gratuitous on his part, and wholly unmerited on the part of man, 
it follows that it is not I § e§yeu v, i. that it is not meritorious , it is 
not on account of any desert on the part of men either seen or fore¬ 
seen, that he makes them the objects of his mercy.— ’e vei jj . . . x a g*$> 
otherwise grace would be no longer grace; i. e ., if this were not so, 
then it would be improper to speak of grace in our salvation; for if 
men are chosen on account of any merit or desert, then grace is not 
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the ground of their being chosen, but merit; which would contradict 
the very idea of grace. 

This must be true; for men are saved either because they have 
wholly obeyed the divine law, or on the ground of grace merely; 
i. e., they are saved either because they are able to advance claims 
which meet the demands of the law, or else it must be on the ground 
of pure gratuity. Now, as all men have sinned, it is not the first; 
of course it must be the second . If you ask: ( May it not be partly 
by grace, and partly by merit?’ Then our text lies directly in the 
way of an affirmative answer (as do many others also); and it is, 
moreover, a conclusive answer in the negative to this, that £ every 
one is cursed, who coDtinueth not in all things written in the book 
of the law to do them ‘ the soul that sinneth shall die.’ 

EJ 6'e . . . Egyuv, but ifi of works , then it is not at all of grace, other¬ 
wise work is no more work; the mere converse of the preceding 
sentiment, and most probably a gloss from the margin. It is omitted 
in Codices A., B., C., D., E., F., G., 47, and in the Coptic, Arme¬ 
nian, JEtlnopic, Vulgate, and Italic versions; also in Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Damascenus, Jerome, and generally in the Latin Fathers, 
Ei •asmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach, Tholuck, Flatt, and others, 
regard it as spurious. At all events, it adds nothing to the senti¬ 
ment of the passage ; but is merely an echo, in auother form, of the 
preceding sentiment. 

(7) T/ ouk; what then , 2 . e., what is the sum and substance of that 
which I have been saying?—"O ImtyreT .... icrerv^e, that which 
Israel sought after, he hath not obtained; i. e., the justification which 
he sought to obtain by his own merit (comp. x. 3), he has not ob¬ 
tained. Toyro is in many MSS. and copies, instead of toutov ; for 
sc7t7v'y%avv almost always governs the Genitive in Greek, poetry only 
being excepted where it sometimes takes the Accusative. Still, the 
weight of authority in the present case is in favour of toutov ; and 
accordingly Dr. Knapp receives it into the text. 

*H tig UXoyr), but the election , i. e., the elect, the abstract (as gram¬ 
marians say) being put for the concrete, as is often the case, e. g 
Horn. ii. 26, 27, &c. The meaning is : i Although the Jews, who 
have sought justification by their own merit, have altogether failed 
as to obtaining this end in this way; yet those who are called ac¬ 
cording to the gracious purpose of God (viii. 28), who are justified 
by his mercy through Christ Jej3us, have obtained justification in a 
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way which others rejected; and therefore they have not failed in 
the accomplishment of their object/ 

O/ <3 k Ao/ffo/, i. e., the unbelieving part of the Jews, those who did 
not belong to the txXoyjj — ■E^wd^ai', were blinded . The word 
: rwgog, is equivalent to ru<p\6g ; and the verb (in the active 

voice) means to make blind , but in the passive to be blind , to become 
blind , &c. It is applied in a secondary sense to the mind; and so 
the apostle here employs it. It indicates state or condition ; but not 
necessarily the cause or agent by which that state or condition i3 
produced. Thus oi \otiro) may mean merely, that the re¬ 

mainder (the unbelieving part of the Jews) were in a state of blind¬ 
ness. In itself, also, it is capable of designating the idea, that they 
were made blind by the agenoy of another; and in this case, if this 
be the idea, the implication would be that the agency was God’s. If 
there be difficulty in admitting this sentiment, there is no more than 
is contained in chap.ix. 17,18; and I must refer the reader to what 
is said on those verses, in order to avoid repetition here. To all 
those who coutend vehemently against such an exegesis, and regard 
it as dishonourable and reproachful to God, and as utterly unfounded, 
I can only say : '* Tell us ingenuously, whether the gloss you put on 
ix. 17, 18, is not an explaining away of the text, rather than an ex¬ 
planation of it ? Can the conclusion be avoided, by any candid 
philologist, that the text does there assert, that in some sense or 
other the agency of God is concerned with the hardening of sinners? 
In what sense? is a very serious and very important question, and 
one which I have endeavoured there to answer in a Scriptural man¬ 
ner. And in the case now before us. if £Twpw07j<rav merely designates 
state or coiidition (as Bret6chneider, Wahl, Tholuck, Flatt, and many 
others maintain), then to what purpose, I would ask, is the quotation 
in the next three following verses? Do these also designate no 
agent ? If you say: * These are only examples for illustration, but 
not predictions;’ I grant it. But then, how will these examples 
illustrate the case before the writer, unless they exhibit a principle 
which is the same as that avowed by the writer? And can verse 8 
be construed without the supposition that an agent is designated 
who is in some way or other concerned with the byQoLkpovg tov ,ai\ 
fi’kt'jntv, i. <?., with the irfyuaf of Israel? This is impossible, unless we 
do away by violence the most obvious sense of the apostle’s words. 
The question w hether some agency on the part of God is asserted to 
be concerned with all this, seems to be one which cannot receive a 
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negative answer, salvo textu et salvd fide bond . But the question 
whether such an agency is concerned as makes God the proper 
author of men's moral blindness and sins, or whether men are free 
agents and altogether accountable for their own actions, is a very dif¬ 
ferent one, and about which the Bible leaves us no room to doubt: 
ace James i. 13, 14. 

(8) Ka<Jo>$ yeygaTra,/ does not of necessity mean, that what follows 
is a prediction in the appropriate sense of the word. It is a clear 
case that nothing can be decided from the formula of quotation; for 
very different formulas precede one and the same text, quoted for one 
and the same purpose. Here I take the force of xadws to fall upon 
sameness of principle , in the two cases which are brought into the 
comparison ; i. e. y as in ancient times God declares,respecting Israel 
(Is. xxix. 10. Dcut. xxix. 4), that he gives them the spirit of slumber, 
blind eyes, and deaf ears ; so now, the same thing is true respecting 
unbelievers among the Jews; for they are blinded , errojpdjdrjffav, 

"Eduxev . . . xccravugeco;, God hath given them a slumbering spirit 
or the spirit of deep sleep , The original Hebrew runs thus, 

HDTin OH nirr T]pJ '3; which the Seventy have rendered 

thus: "Or/ crecror/xev u/xa£ Kug/og rrveufLari xararj^ews. But the apostle in 
rendering by iowxe, has translated ad sensum not ad verbum . 
The Hebrew designates the specific idea of pouring out on the har¬ 
dened Jews the spirit of profound sleep; while Paul dropping the 
particular image which the Hebrew presents, retains only the generic 
idea of communicating such a spirit to them. It is plain, then, that 
in this case, as in many others, the apostle makes his own translation 
de novo from the Hebrew. 

’ Optfafyxous .... 7},usga$, eyes that see not and ears that hear not , 
unto this day. The original Hebrew in Deut. xxix. 4 runs thus: 
u For Jehovah hath not given you a heart to understand, nor eyes 
to see, nor ears to hear, unto this day.” If this be the passage which 
Paul had in his mind, he quotes merely ad sensum . The Hebrew 
declares, that i God has not given Israel seeing eyes and hearing 
ears; the apostle says, that Hie has given them eyes that see not, 
and ears that hear not;’ the passage in Hebrew is in the negative 
form as to the verb, and in the affirmative as to the rest of the sen- 
tenee; while Paul’s declaration is in the affirmative form as to the 
verb, and negative as to the rest of the sentence. It remains, then, 
in order to make out a quotation ad sensumy merely to inquire, 
whether it is in substance the same tiling to say that ‘ God has not 
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given seeing eyes and hearing care/ as it is to say that 1 God has 
given eyes that see not and ears that hear not.’ The latter sounds 
to our ear as if it indicated more active interposition on the part of 
God ; but not so to the biblical writers, who, beyond all reasonable 
doubt, regarded these expressions as equivalent. It would be easy 
to prove this from a multitude of passages which assert agency on the 
part of God, when at the very same time the wicked (to whom this 
agency has respect) are represented as the cause of their own ruin, 
by their own voluntary sins. Comp, what is said in chap. ix. 17j 
18, above. 

Dr Knapp (in his New Testament), and some other critics, sup¬ 
pose that Paul has quoted h^aX^ovg x. r. X. from Is. vi. 10, and that 
tug T?ig (ffj/Aepov iq/isgag belongs not to the quotation , but contains the 
apostle’s own words ; and so Dr Knapp has marked it in his Testa¬ 
ment, placing the closing member of the parenthesis which includes 
the quotation, after axous/v, thus joining eojg rrjg rj/x'egetg with 

o/ \oi-toi i'jujpuiOqaav. But this attributes an idiom to Paul, which he 
seems to have made a very unfrequent use of. "Ews tjrj/jLtgov rifttgag 
belongs to the Old Testament, to writers who chronicled earlier 
events and spoke of earlier times, which they occasionally compared 
with present events and times. Moses could well make use of the 
expression, in Deut. xxix. 4; Paul could use it, for he has once em¬ 
ployed it (2 Cor. iii. 15 ewg ffq/iegov), where it is exactly the expression 
which lie there needed. But it is difficult to make it probable that 
these words are his in Korn, xi, 8. In this view of the caseKeiche 
concurs. 

(9) K al Aa vtd /, David also says; i. e ., nor are these the only 
passages of Scripture which speak the same sentiment, or developc 
the same principle. David, your most renowned king, and the most 
favourite of all your sacred poets, also utters sentiments still more 
severe. 

Tsvr^vjTQj . . . . avro/c, let their tabic be a snare to take them , and an 
occasion of falling , and a recompense to them , i. e ., let their season 
of enjoyment and refreshment, when they expect quietude and plea¬ 
sure, and feel themselves to be safe, prove to be a season of chastise¬ 
ment and of danger and of righteous retribution. The quotation is 
from Ps. lxix. 23 (22), but not ad verbum from either the Hebrew 
or the Septuagint. The Hebrew, according to its present vowels, 
runs thus : “ Let their table before them be a snare; yea, a gin to 
those who feel themselves to be secure.” The Septuagint (Ts. lxix. 
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22) has r\ rgd*e£*x aur'Zv tvui'Z’/ov avruv tig 'ray'da, yai dg dvra^odoan xui itg 

axdvdaXov; so that the apostle has somewhat changed the order, and 
also exchanged some of the words for others (putting dvramdo/Aa for 
a>raflv><W/v), and left out ivuiniov avruv. In short, he has plainly made 
a version of his own, in which he has inserted iig 3>jgav, an addition 
of his own which seems designed to give the sense of dg cray/Sa; for 
wg jgav means that they may be taken or that they may be destroyed , 
as this would follow their being taken. As to dg dvravodofia (Sept. 
ttg dvrarrodoatvf it is clear that the apostle and the Seventy read the 
present Hebrew with different vowels from those now em¬ 
ployed, i. e.j they read it or for a recompense . To 

this rendering and pointing no good objection can be made, as the 
Hebrew is clearly capable of it. The present Hebrew conveys a 
different sense. 

Elg axdvdaXov, for a net or gin. But the Seventy have fre¬ 

quently rendered this word by axdvdaXov, which means any thing 
whereby another stumbles and falls to his harm. The generic idea 
of is retained in axdvdaXtp. 

(10) 2xo ria'Stjrojaav .... avyxa/M-^ov, let their eyes be darkened so that 
they cannot see , and their back always be bowed down; i. e. let them 
be in a defenceless and helpless state, bowed down with troubles and 
infirmities, and groping in the darkness of affliction. Instead of ro¥ 
vurov avrwv dtairavrbg avyxa^ov (Paul and the Septuagint), the Hebrew 
is Tpn Dirano, make thou their loins continually to shake. 

Here again the apostle has taken the passage ad sensum. This ex¬ 
pression, in Hebrew, designates the tossing of the body hither and 
thither on account of distress. In the like sense is bowing down the 
back always to be taken. It presents the image of one bowed down 
with anguish of spirit or of bodily pain. 

These repeated instances show that the apostle was more solicitous 
about the general sense and object of the Old Testament passages 
than he was about the costume or diction of them ; a principle which 
he, guided as he was, was not in danger of abusing ; one also which 
may be used to good purpose by us, in sacred criticism, but which 
needs to be very closely watched in order to guard it against abuse. 

As to the general sentiment of this passage from Ps. Lxix. 23, 24, 
it is undoubtedly to be classed with the somewhat numerous passages 
in the Psalms which contain.dhe like imprecations. Great difficulty 
is found in such passages by many,minds, inasmuch as they seem to 
be so opposed to the tenor of those passages in the New Testament 
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which require us “to love our enemies, to bless those who curse us, 
to pray for those who despitefully use and persecute, us.” If indeed 
these passages in the Psalms are to be viewed as the mere utterance 
of private and personal wishes and feelings, it would be utterly im¬ 
possible to reconcile them with the spirit of the gospel. But is this 
so? Is David, for example, when he utters such things, to be viewed 
as doing it merely in the way of giving utterance to his own private 
personal wishes ? It seems to me not; but David, as king and 
magistrate, might wish the punishment of the seditious and rebek 
lious; nay, it would be an imperious duty for him to punish them* 
Now was it lawful for him to pray that the same thing might be 
done, which it was his duty to do? Could he not express desires 
of this nature without the spirit of revenge ? Cannot we wish the 
robber and the assassin to be apprehended and punished, yea with 
capital punishment, and this without being actuated by a spirit of 
vengeance and a thirst for blood? I trust such wishes are not only 
consistent with benevolence, but prompted by it. If bo, then it may 
be true that David and other Psalmists had the like views and 
feelings. And if this mag be so, is it not probable that it was so ? 
Is not the general character and spirit of their writings a pledge for 
this ? 

But I cannot here pursue this subject; which needs more illustra¬ 
tion than has yet been given to it. It is enough to say, at present, 
that the apostle, in making this quotation, need not be supposed to 
intend any thing more, than to produce an instance from the Psalms 
where the same principle is developed as is contained in the asser 
tions which he had made; t. e., the ann^nt Scriptures speak of a paK 
of Israel as blind and deaf, as in deep distress and under heavy pun¬ 
ishment because of their unbelief and disobedience. What happened 
in ancient times, may take place again; it has in fact happened at 
the present time, 

(11) A tyui ofiv . , . rrscojGj; I say , then , have they stumbled so as to 
fall down ? Language of the objector, who inquires with solicitude, 
whether such passages as Paul has quoted can be meant to designate 
the final casting off of the Jews. Ouv refers to what had been said 
in the preceding context. The occasion for the form of the question 
/ij) errra/crav x. r. X., is given by the use of the word oxdvdaXov in the 
quotation above. The design of the objector plainly is, to inquire 
whether the apostle means to hold forth the doctrine, that Israel is 
now to be finally and always cast off on account of their unbelief.— 

2 h 
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'Jva !Tfj«ffi p so that they may fall down, i. e., have the Jews stumble*! 
so that there is no recovery for them, so that they must fall entirely 
down ? The question being asked by /x»j, implies that he who puts 
it expects an answer in the negative. 

yevo/ro, not at all; i, e ., you must not understand me as at all 
maintaining their final and utter rejection and ruin. Fearful as 
their doom is, there are many circumstances respecting it which are 
worthy of the highest consideration. For in fact this very lapse of 
theirs, i. e their unbelief and rejection of the gospel, has been the 
direct occasion of its being preached to the Gentiles ; comp. Matt, 
xxi. 43. viii. 11, 12. xxii. 1 — 14. —nagairw/iar/, lapse, offence, stum- 
hling , in a moral sense.—the blessings of the gospel, the 
salvation which it proffers. 

E/f rb '7oiga?r ) \u}fiai avrovc, to provoke them to jealousy, i. e., to excite 
the Jews to be jealous on account of the privileges and favours be¬ 
stowed on the Gentiles through their belief, and to seek after the 
same blessings for themselves. 

(12) E/ & . . . . ’fovuv, now if their lapse has been the riches of the 
world, and their degradation the riches of the Gentiles. As “orationi 
continuandae inservit.”—nXoD™; xotr/xov, if their lapse has been the 
occasion of spiritual riches to the world, i. e ., of spiritual blessings 
in abundance.—"Hrrjj/xa. avrwv, their diminution , i. e., their degrada¬ 
tion, rejection, punishment, has occasioned abundance of spiritual 
blessings to the Gentiles. 

nUu) /x&XXov .... avrebv, how much more their fulness ! nXj^ucr, 
is here the antithesis of ^rrjj/xa; and of course it signifies restoration 
to favour, a copiousness of blessings and good things, such as would 
follow a restoration. The sentiment of the whole is : ‘If now the 
degradation and punishment of the Jews for their unbelief has been 
the occasion of rich and numerous blessings to the Gentiles, then 
surely their restoration to favour, their full reception, will redound 
Still more to the spiritual riches of the w^orld.’ 

Tholuck understands ^rv^a and <rX^w/xa in a moral sense, t. e., 
their depraved and criminal state, and then- restored and justified 
state. I prefer the more simple and obvious construction given 
above; comp, verse 15, from which it is plain that qrrtyw* here is 
equivalent to a,<7ro(3o\r), casting off, and n-X^utpa (the antithesis of firr^a) 
is the same as the reception to favour. 

(13) ’1>/V ya% e3t w, for I say this to you Gentiles . Tag makes 

some difficulty here; and it is omitted in A., B., several Codices 
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minuflc., Syr., Copt., Damage., which supply and thus make the 
sense facile. But ydg is admissible. The simplest connection of it 
seems to be an implied sentiment, viz., ‘ the of the Jews will 

yet be accomplished,—for I speak to you Gentiles in such a way 
that I may stir up the Jews and contribute to their salvation.* In 
this case Xeyu is connected in sense with f/Vw; in verse 14, and the 
intervening matter is considered as in a parenthesis. This is not the 
usual mode of exegesis ; but it seems to me the more easy and natu¬ 
ral one. The apostle is very careful, as is evident from this, while 
he fully represents the unbelief and unoPoXr) of the Jews, not to give 
occasion to boasting or exultation on the part of the Gentiles. 

’Ep’ oaov (ikv .... Sogd^co, inasmuch as I am indeed an apostle of 
the Gentiles , I do honour to my office. Ms* simplex , as the lexicons 
say, i. e., standing alone, and without 5e or some equivalent particle 
following it as usual. But it is omitted in D. E. F. G. 80. al. 5. 
Clar. Boern., Ambrosiaster; probably because no d'e follows. Where 
/zsv is simplex , as here, it answers to the Latin guidem , equidem , 
videlicet; but oftentimes cannot be rendered at all into English, nor 
conveniently into Latin. It generally stands, in this way, in a clause 
of explanation , and may be called fiev explicantis ; but it also appears 
plainly to have an affirmative and concessive force. The supposition 
of the writer who thus employs it is, that what he says will of course 
be conceded. Aiaxovlav is the office of the ministry , i. e. y the apostolic 
office of Paul.— Ao%d?u, magni cestimo, honoro , honore afficio . 

(14) eJVoi$ . . . eg aurwv, if by any means I may excite to jealousy 

some of my kinsmen after the flesh , and save some of them . E/tw;, 
si fieri potest , si qua ratione. — Tfjv my flesh , i. e ., my relatives, 

ot xa-rd comp. Rom. ix. 3. So the Hebrew often 

means; e. < 7 ., Gen. xxix. 14. Judg. ix. 2 . 2 Sam. v. 1. Gen. xxxvii. 
27. Is. lviii. 7 . The meaning of the apostle in the whole passage is: 
i I extol the blessings of you Gentiles, not to lift you up with pride, 
but in order to excite the attention of the Jews to the distinguished 
favours which you enjoy, and which they have lost by their un¬ 
belief.* 

(15) EJ yag .... ex vtxgw; for if the casting away of them be the 
reconciliation of the world , what shall the reception of them be but 
life from the dead ? /. e tJ if the rejection of the Jews on account of 
their unbelief, has been the occasion of reconciling many of the Gen¬ 
tile world to God, what shall the reception of them back to the divine 
favour be, but as it were a general [spiritual] resurrection ? rde 
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marks the resuming of what was dropped at verse 12 for the sake of 
further explanation. So Reiche.—Ka raXXayij is applied to the con¬ 
ciliation of the heathen to God, who by their wicked works had 
before been enemies to him and strangers to the covenant of his 
promise.—Kc<r/xoo here, as often, stands for the heathen Gentile world. 
— ru> 6 e\ 7 }^/ig is reception to favour , i. e. y admission to the family or 
church of Christ. 

Zwj) ix vexguv some (most of the ancient commentators and some 
recent ones) have understood literally , i. e as indicating the resurrec¬ 
tion of the body; meaning thereby, that when the Jews should be 
brought into the Christian church as a body, the end of time would 
soon follow. But the time of the reign of Christ on earth, as de¬ 
scribed in the Apocalypse, and the interval of wickedness that will 
succeed, seem to forbid this exegesis; it has no usus loquencli in its 
favour, for the proper phrase would be dvd^Tucig ix ruw nxguiv. It is 
true that we have ix vexpZjv in Rom. vi. 13; but then it is plainly 

figurative, i . e. y it signifies a moral resurrection. I must regard 
ix v 6 X£uv, then, as a tropical expression, used in a kind of proverbial 
way, or as a figure of speech designating something great, wonderful, 
surprising, like to what a general resurrection of the dead would be. 
SoTurretin: Quid erit admissio eorum , nisi quoddain genus resur- 
rectionis ; altogether to the purpose. So the Arabians speak pro¬ 
verbially of great agitations and changes, as of a resurrection . Tho- 
luck has produced several examples, in his commentary on this pas¬ 
sage. But what is more to the point still is, that in Ezek. xxxvii, 
1—14, we have the moral renovation of the Jews designated at full 
length, by the similitude of a resurrection . It seems altogether pro¬ 
bable, that the apostle had this passage in his mind ; so that lx 

nxgcuv here is equivalent to saying : ‘ What shall such a of 

the Jews be, but'a general resurrection of them, such as Ezekiel has 
described, i. e a great, general, and wonderful cou version of them to 
Christianity !’ 

( 16 ) Ee . . . . tpvga/ia, if moreover , the first fruits were holy , so 
shall the mass be. — ? A like the Hebrew riltyio, means the 
firstling or first-fruits of any kind, which were offered to God. The 
Hebrews called the firstlings of fruit and grain, in their natuml 
state JWfrTj • the firstlings of grain, &c. y in a prepared state, 

niDruj But the particular name given to the firstlings of 

dough or kneaded meal y was Nam. xv. 20, where the 

Scptuagint renders, dna^xf <pv^d^a.r^\ which is the same expression 
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as occurs in the passage before us, pvgdfiarog being implied after 
arragxn* The comparison here lies between the small part of the 
mass of dough, which was taken as the HiDVin HW and offered 
up to God, and the greater part or mass of it which was left for the 
use of him who made the offering. After the was offered, 

the whole mass became sanctified to lawful use, i. e ., was set apart for 
this purpose and consecrated to it. In like manner, the apostle would 
here sav, is the whole mass of the Jewish nation yet to be set apart 
for God and consecrated to him. The a v <t g of this nation, i. e 
the ancient patriarchs and fathers of it (comp, verse 28), were set 
apart for God in a peculiar manner; and consequently the mass of 
their descendants are yet to be consecrated to him. The whole is 
illustration, however, rather than argument. 

Ka) tt .... o/ xkdhoi, and if the root is holy, so are the branches. 
The same idea is here expressed as in the former clause. A root 
bears some such proportion to the branches of a tree, as the first - 
fruits did to the whole mass of bread. So here, the root represents 
the fathers (verse 28), and the xXdtiot their descendants.—The word 
dyiog in both cases means consecrated to God, devoted to God , set 
apart for God, or set apart , consecrated , viz. for the service of God. 
But it should be noted, that the apostle does not design to say, that 
the (pvorAfia and the xXddot are holy, i. e., that they were so when he 
was writing. He predicts only that they will be so at some future 
period. 

(17) E/ de . . . . e£ex\dffOri<tav t but if some of the branches were 
broken off; L e if now some of the natural descendants of the an¬ 
cient fathers have been cast off*, because of unbelief (verse 20). As 
may be construed here as continuative, jam , German nun ; but the 
distinctive sense seems to be the more facile one. 

2u 3s . . . . iyevov, and thou, being a wild olive , wert grafted in 
their stead, and made partaker of the root and fatness of the olive . 
The dyffiXaiog, it is said, was often grafted into the fruitful one when 
it began to decay, and thus not only brought forth fruit but caused 
the decaying olive to revive and flourish. This fact is denied by 
Gluckier and Beiehe, but it is substantiated by Columella (de Be 
Bust. V. 9) and Palladius (de Insit. XIV. 53), and also by several 
modern travellers. According to the usual course of nature among 
us, the fruit will be according to the original nature of the graft , 
and not according to the stock. How far this is actually the case 
in respect to olive-trees, seems not to be yet satisfactorily made out 
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Be the fact however as it may, it will not change the meaning of 
the apostle’s supposition. The image which he here employs is a 
very vivid one. The Gentiles had been grafted in upon the Jewish 
Church, and had caused this decayed tree to revive and flourish. 
But still the apostle means to hold in check any exultation of the 
Gentiles on account of this. He reminds them, that after all they 
are not the stock but only grafts; that the root and fatness of the 
good olive had been transferred to them, only because they have 
been grafted into it. ’Ev auro/j seems to be used in a local way, viz. 
in the place of them. 

All this shows, moreover, that in the apostle's view, there ha9 in 
reality been but one church ; the ancient Jewish one being only the 
foundation, the Christian one the superstructure and completion of 
the building; a sentiment which accords throughout with the repre¬ 
sentations in the epistle to the Hebrews, where only a change in rites 
and forms is argued, not a change of the spiritual and essential 
nature of the church. 

(18) Mij xaraxau^cu tu/v x\dbuv y exult not over the branches ; i. e. y 
exult not that the Jewish branches have been broken off, and that 
thou hast been engrafted in their stead. Karaxaoyao^ai means to 
exult in one’s own advantages or pre-eminence, in such a manner as 
to look down with contempt on others who do not possess them. 

E/ <3s xuTuxavyJu.<Jat . ... e’i, but if thou dost exult , thou dost not 
support the root, but the root thee : i. e. y if thou art so inconsiderate 
and wanting in humility as to exult, there is no ground for such 
exultation; for after all, the Jewish church is the stock on which 
the Christian has been engrafted : it is the root from which the tree 
with its branches have sprung ; and as thou art only a branchy thou 
eanst not boast as if thou wert the root . 

(19) ’E 9i7% ovv . . . . i'yxevTgiaOou, thou wilt say then: The branches 
were broken off\ that I might be grafted in : i. e. y perhaps thou wilt 
reply: ‘There is at least some ground for exultation, because the 
oranches were broken off in order to make room for me to be grafted 
in ; which proves that I was considered as of more importance than 
the branches.—KXado/ has the article oi in many copies; but A., C., 
E., 3., 7., 37., 46., 47., 54., Chrysostom, and Damascenus omit it; 
and so Dr. Knapp. If inserted, it would designate the specific 
branches before mentioned ; if omitted, then xXddot will designate 
branches , some branches , in an indefinite way. 

^20) KaXcui .... t<srv)7t*{, be it so: they were broken off by reason 
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of unbelief, and thou retainest thy standing by faith : i. e., be it as 
thou hast said, viz., that the branches were broken off so that thou 
mightest be grafted in, yet the original ground or moving cause of 
their being broken off was the unbelief of the Jews; and thou re- 
taineet thy present condition only on the ground of faith or belief in 
Christ. Shouldest thou deny him, as the Jews have done, thou 
wouldest also be broken off in like manner.—K a\ojg bene, approves 
of the sentiment which had just been uttered in some respect or 
other, but it does not necessarily approve of it in the full extent in 
which the speaker himself might have done. Here xa\Z>; concedes 
that the branches were broken off so that the wild olive might be 
grafted in, i . e one object in breaking them off was to graft in new 
ones; but it does not concede that the real ground or reason of their 
being broken off, was for the sake merely of grafting in new ones; 
for the sequel shows that anusr/a was the ground of this. While the 
apostle concedes thus much, however, to the Gentile, he at the same 
time reminds him, that lie retains his present place and standing on 
the very same condition as that on which the Jews held theirs, viz,, 
on condition of faith or belief, <ru <5e rj\ cr/Vre/ i'rfrjjxag. In regard to 
tart jx i;, the Perfect of hfry/u, it is the only tense which has a neuter 
sense, viz., to stand , the other tenses being used actively, viz., to estab¬ 
lish i, constitute , set up, &c.; and consequently the Perfect is used in 
the sense of all the tenses that are needed to convey the neuter 
sense of the active voice. 

M?) .... fofiou, be not high-minded, but fear ; L e., carry your¬ 
self not haughtily as it respects the Jews who have been broken 
off; or rather, do not think too highly of your elevation to favour, 
indulge in no airs of superiority on account of this, but demean 
yourself as a humble believer, and one who has need to be continually 
on his guard, and to fear lest he may fall through unbelief and be 
broken off. 

(21) E/’ yag . . . pehfsratt, for if God did not spare the natural 

branches , then [fear] lest he will not spare thee ; i. e ., if God did not 
refrain from rejecting the Jews, when they became unbelievers, then 
surely he will not refrain from rejecting thee, in the like circum¬ 
stances; or in other words, if the natural branches were not spared, 
how shall those which nre not the natural ones find favour? The ydg 
in tills case introduces a cause or reason why the Gentile should fear. 
—Kara tpUiv means the branches which naturally belonged to the 
original stock, i.e., the Jews, the natural descendants of the patriarchs 
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’•o whom the promisee of God were made. Before /Asjcrws the verb 
*o/3ou is of course to be understood.—Instead of <pu<sirai some copies 
read pe/Vjjrai (Subj.J; and after verbs of fearing (for is here im¬ 
plied) the Subj. is the usual mood. It is also the usual mood after the 
particle /*»?. But in cases where it is supposed a thing actually exists 
or will exist, the Indie, mood is employed to indicate this. Here 
evidently the apostle believes that God would not spare Gentile un¬ 
believers ; and so the Indie, is the preferable mood; see N. Test. 
Gramm. § 152. 4. Note 1. 

(22) T5e ouv . . . 0 eou, behold , then 9 the kindness and the seventy 
of God; i. e., consider, on the one hand, the distinguished kindness 
which God has manifested toward thee who believest; and on the 
other, the strict regard to justice and truth which he exhibits, in the 
punishment of the unbelieving Jews. So the sequel of the verse; 
fei fLsv . • . ixxovrfaj], severity toward those who have fallen away ; 
but kindness toward thee , provided thou dost maintain a state of in¬ 
tegrity; otherwise even thou shalt be cut off. y Eav \ri/j,sivr,g rfj ygrj<rro-rjr/ 
may be rendered, if thou dost continue in a state of favour; so Tho- 
luck and others; and so in the translation. But we may attach an 
intransitive sense to yjp-^Tlr^Tt ; for the phrase may be taken as an an¬ 
tithesis to sv/fAtivunn rfi dmoria, in the following verse, SO that 

jiay here designate the state or qualification of the individual con¬ 
cerned, and not the goodness of God toward him. That 
may be used to designate probity , uprightness , is plain from 

the Septuagint, Ps. xiii. 1, 3 (xiv. 1, 3). xxxvi. 3. cxviii. 66 (cxix. 
G6). The former sense, however, is to be preferred. 

(23) The present rejection of the unbelieving Jews is by no means 
final and exclusive. Kai exe?Vo/ 5s . . . aurovg, and they also , unless 
they persevere in unbelief , shall be grafted in; for God is able again 
to graft them in. That is : 1 Inasmuch as unbelief was the ground of 
their rejection, so, when they shall abandon this and become be¬ 
lievers, they will be again received to favour; for God is able to 
bring them back to his favour.’ The apostle means to say, that God 
has not so cast away the Jews as to shut them out of all access to 
the kingdom of heaven, or utterly to reject them; but that he has 
left a way open in which they may return to his favour, and lie may 
receive them again. He speaks here only of what can be done ; but 
iu ver. 24 seq., he speaks of what will be done .—Kai sxe Tlot 5e, and 
they also; or, if any one prefers, but even they . 

(24) That the Jews will be again received to favour, the apostle 
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now proceeds to show. E/ yag . . . xa.XXitXa.iov, for if thou wert cut 
off from the wild olive which was naturally wild y and wert grafted in¬ 
to the good olive which was contrary to thy nature ; i . e. y if thou wert 
introduced into a state of favour with God, from a state of enmity 
which was in all respects foreign to a state of favour.—no<jy fiuXXot 
. . . eXaia, how much more shall the natural [branches] be grafted 
into their own olive ? Argumentum a minori ad majus ; viz., if God 
had mercy on Gentiles, who were out-casts from his favour and stran¬ 
gers to the covenant of his promise, shall he not have mercy on the 
people whom lie has always distinguished as being peculiarly his 
own, by the bestowmentof many important privileges and advantages 
upon them ? Comp. Rom. ix. 1—5.—The ydg in this verse intro¬ 
duces a sentiment co-ordinate with that which follows ydg in the 
preceding verse. 

(25) The apostle now proceeds more directly to assert the future 
reception of the Jews. Ou ydg . . . tduto, for 1 would not have you 
ignorant , brethren , of this mystery. Tag confirmantis, i. e prefixed 
to a clause which is designed further to illustrate and confirm the 
assertion in ver. 24, viz., that the Jews would again be grafted in. 
The form of expression, I would not have you ignorant , is a /xs/W/j, 
i. e. y a negative form of expression designed to convey a positive idea, 
viz., I am desirous that you should know . M uffrqg/ov denotes any thing 
which is hidden , concealed , unknown . The fact that the Jews would 
be converted, must have been unknown to human wisdom. It was 
against all appearances and probabilities at that time. 

°ba fiii ,.. (pgovifioi, lest ye should he wise in your own conceit; i. e. y 
lest you should be puffed up with a view of your own importance 
I am going to tell you more plainly still, that you are not the exclu¬ 
sive objects of God’s favour. 'Or; $rw guffig . . . e/ffeXOfr that blindness 
has come upon Israel in part y until the fulness of the Gentiles shall 
come in. As to irS/gutf/c, comp, verses 8, 10 above; comp, also 
1 These, ii. 15,16 .—* Anb jnegovg is a qualifying expression to be joined 
with rfi ’lffgar\X yeyovtv, which saves the proposition from being a uni¬ 
versal one; comp, verses 1—5 above. Paul means to say, that 
i Israel is indeed in part blinded, and will continue to be so, until, 
<fec./ without designating what proportion of them continues in un¬ 
belief. It is a softened mode of expression, or (as rhetoricians say) 
per charientismum, i. e., xa rot 

v ou, x. r. X. The crX^gw^a rwv I understand as meaning 
great multitudes or a great multitude , an abundance ; comp. John 
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i. 1G. Rom. xv. 29. Col. ii. 9. It cannot be denied that v\igupa 
sometimes mean a fulfilling, completion, completing,!. q., crXjgvac; e. g., 
Rom xiii. 10, applied to the law; Gal. iv. 4. Eph. i. 10, applied *0 
time . But such a meaning would hardly be a congruous one, in the 
present instance. The fulfilling of a law , or of a limited time, is an 
easy and obvious expression, because there is an obvious limit to 
which the filling up or fulfilling is to extend ; but what is this limit 
in rrXrgu/ia run e'Sywv? As it would be difficult to answer this ques¬ 
tion, so it seems altogether more facile and congruous, to take' t/.*? 
t'jj/ia in the sense of copia , an abundance, great numbers , multitudes. 
How great this number or abundance must be, the apostle does not 
say ; much less does he say (as some have argued), that all the 
Gentiles must first be converted to Christianity, before the .lews can 
be brought into the pale of the church. Critics are not wanting, 
who strenuously contend for the meaning of totality in this case, and 
who aver that crX^w/xacan mean nothing less. So .Reiche. But the 
usus loquendi of the word will not support this allegation. The 
subject must therefore remain as Paul has left it, i, e ., indefinite as to 
the extent of Gentile conversions before the time when the Jews will 
return. Of course Christians are not debarred, by this view, from 
hope in labouring and praying for the Jews at the present period, 
although as yet but comparatively a small part of the Gentiles have 
been converted to the Christian faith. It is true, even now, that 
there is a great multitude of Gentile converts. May we not hope 
that the time is near at hand, when there will be a crX^oj/xa of them? 

(2G) Kal ovtu) .. . ffvMitfzrai, and so all Israel shall be saved ; i. e., 
when the -rX^w/xa of the Gentiles shall have been joined to the Lord, 
then his ancient covenant people shall also be reclaimed. Kal o'J-u 
means and so, i, e., when it shall be so that the 'r\r,ea l ua of the Gen¬ 
tiles shall be brought in, then, &c. That xal oiirw, may be used 
substantially in the same way as xa. ; roVe ( and then), 9ee Acts vii, 8. 
xvii. 33. xx. 11. xxviii. 14—na; here means alb in opposition to the 
a-ro gsgoug of the preceding verse. But whether this means strictly 
every individual, it would be difficult indeed to determine. 

"H§e/ ex ■ • • ’lax^/3, a deliverer shall come from Zion, and turn 
away ungodliness from Jacob. This is apparently a citation from 
Is. lix. 20. where the Hebrew runs thus : u A deliverer for Zion 
shall come, and for those who forsake ungodliness in Jacob.’* The 
Scptungint reads hexev 2 rJjv, instead of h 2/cuv; but in other respects 
it conforms to the quotation of the apostle. We can only say of the 



ROMANS XI. 27, 28. 


491 


apostle’s quotation, that it gives the general sense of the passage, viz., 
it conveys the idea that deliverance for Zion is to be accomplished, 
and that penitents of the house of Jacob are to be saved. It is a 
very striking instance of free quotation as to the general sense of a 
passage, while the particular costume of it is disregarded. Whether 
Isaiah, in lix. 20, had respect to the salvation of gospel times, has 
been called in question. But the context seems to me very clearly 
to indicate this. And even if he had respect to temporal deliver¬ 
ance, there can be no difficulty in the apostle’s using his words as 
the vehicle of conveying his own thoughts, with regard to spiritual 
deliverance. 

(27) K al avn j .... S/aOijxTjj and this is my covenant with them . 

This is generally supposed to come from the next succeeding verse 
in Isaiah, viz., lix. 21, as it agrees verbatim with the Septuagint 
there. But here the question stops, according to this supposition, 
and the next succeeding clause, orav d<f>e\oj/Aa{ rag d/Aaor/ag avruiv, is 
taken from Is. xxvii. 9, where the words stand in the midst of a 
verse which has relation to the punishment of the Jews, and their 
consequent moral reformation. I should therefore prefer the suppo¬ 
sition, that the apostle here quotes and abridges, Jer. xxxi. 33, 34 
(the same passage which is quoted at length in Ileb. viii. 8—12). 
There the words aUr*j n (acu occur in verse 33; and in verse 

34, Jehovah is represented as saying : "t'kzojg ’iao/Aat ruTg dd/xia/g avrcov, 
xai rwv ufAagrtojv aurojv ou /Avyadoo ’in ; so that nothing is easier than to 
suppose that the apostle quotes ad sensum these last passages, when 
he says apeXa/Aai rug ufAuoriag aurwv. There is this advantage also 
in this last supposition, viz., that the whole passage in Jeremiah 
most evidently refers to a new dispensation, to gospel-times; which 
would be altogether appropriate to the apostle’s purpose, for the very 
point he is labouring to establish, is, that there will be a general 
conversion of the Jews to the Christian religion. 

(28) While the apostle admits that the Jews, the once beloved 

people of God, have now hecome alienated and his enemies, he still 
maintains that this evil, exceedingly great in itself, has been over¬ 
ruled for the accomplishment of very important purposes in respect 
to the salvation of the Gentiles. Kara fj\v .... upag, in respect to 
the gospely they have hecome enemies on your account; i. e. } they 
have become rou &sou, have apostatized from him, or have been 

rejected by him, and are no longer treated as his friends. That 
©tou is implied after (and not tuayyeX/ou, nor /aou as Theodoret, 
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Luther, Grotiue, Cameron, Baumgarten, and others, have supposed), 
16 clear, by comparing with iyjoot its antithesis dya^roi ; for in 
respect to this latter word, it is clear that ©ecu is implied after it. 
It follows, therefore, that the ellipsis to must be supplied in 

the same way. 

A/’ bp us, on your account , t. e. } to your advantage. In other 
words, the rejection of the gospel by the Jews has been the occasion 
of its being more widely diffused among the Gentiles; so that, in 
this respect, the loss of the Jews has been the gain of the Gentiles. 

Kara . . . . but in respect to the election , they are be - 

loved for their fathers' sake; i. e. f in so far as God ehooses men to 
salvation xara rriv ^oOtaiv u'jroj (viii. 28) and without being moved 
thereto by any merit on their part (xi. 5, 6), he will have special 
regard to the Jews, because of the many and precious promises which 
he made to their fathers. How Tholuck can find here only an elec¬ 
tion to external privileges , I am unable to see. Is the question, then, 
which the apostle is here discussing, one which concerns the external 
privileges of Christianity merely ; or does it go deep to the very 
foundation of the whole, viz., to the spiritual blessings of the gospel? 
It does seem to me impossible to doubt here what the answer must 
be, unless one is led to do so by other considerations than those of 
simple exegesis. 

The apostle appears plainly to aver, that although God has mercy 
on whom he will have mercy (ix. 18); and although men do not be¬ 
come the heirs of eternal life by any merits of their own, but merely 
by the good pleasure of his grace (xi. 5, 0); yet in bestowing that 
grace, he may have regard to his promises made in ancicDt days to 
the distinguished patriarchs of the Jewish nation ; he may have 
regard to his original design that the seed of Abraham by faith, and 
the seed which also were lineally descended from him, should be 
u as the stars of heaven for multitude.” That salvation is entirely 
of free grace and not of merit, of course leaves it open for the 
sovereign Lord of all to choose the objects of his mercy where and 
when he pleases. That he always does this with good and adequate 
reason, yea the best of reasons, his own infinite wisdom and goodness 
are a sure and perfect pledge. But that men are always acquainted 
with these reasons, or that he has revealed them, is not asserted, and 
is not capable of being proved. 

(29) God will not disappoint the hopes which he has excited, nor 
violate the promises which he has made. The blessings which he 
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prom'sed to bestow, and the calling of Abraham’s posterity to be his 
spiritual seed, will surely not fail. ’A/xera.aeXjjra . . . ©eoD, for the 
gifts and calling of God he will not repent of; lit. are not the sub¬ 
jects of repentance . The meaning is, that God will never repent of 
the promises which he made to the fathers, and therefore never 
change his purpose in regard to the bestowment of spiritual blessings 
upon their offspring. The ydg here introduces the reason why the 
Jews are still dyarrrjroi. 

Here again Tholuck construes x\rj<r/{ of the external calling of 
the Jews ; the fear of gratia in'esistibilis urging him to the adoption 
of this sentiment. But the reader is desired merely to turn back and 
compare viii. 28—30 with this whole passage, and also verses 5— 7 
above. No other answer need be given to the objection against the 
sense here maintained. Above all, when one compares the sequel, 
verses 30—30, with verses 28, 29, can he constrain himself to be¬ 
lieve, that external privileges only arc here the subject of the 
apostle's discussion? Could these excite in him such wonder, ad¬ 
miration, and gratitude, as he evidently expresses inverses 33—36? 
And is this the obtaining of mercy , of which verse 30 6peaks? Let 
every unprejudiced reader examine and judgel 

(30) "XI eg ydg . . . acre/^e/a, for as you were formerly disobedient 
to God , but have now obtained mercy through their unbelief. This 
refers to the former heathenish and unbelieving state of the Gen¬ 
tiles, and to the fact that the gospel was preached to them, and 
they became believers in consequence of the Jews having rejected it, 
in the sense before explained. rdf introduces a clause added for the 
sake of confirming the preceding declaration. 

(31) O'jtu) xa/ . . . e’XeTjdwtf/, so they too have new become disobedient 
that they also may obtain mercy through the mercy shown to you . 
Here arc two cases presented, parallel in some respects, but differing 
in others. (1) The Jews reject the gospel, and occasion its being 
preached to the Gentiles, who thus become believers. (2) The Gen¬ 
tiles, by the blessing bestowed on them in consequence of their faith, 
provoke the Jews to jealousy, and occasion their seeking to be re¬ 
stored to their former place as the people of God; comp, verses 13, 
14. The parallelism consists in this, viz., that each party occasions 
the blessings of salvation to come to the other, i. e., each is (dpofum- 
x£g) the cause of salvation to the other. The difference is, that the 
Jews give occasion to this by their unbelief but the Gentiles by their 
belief which provokes the Jews to jealousy, and leads them to seek 
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after the privileges of the gospel. May the time speedily come, when 
the example of Christians will have a better tendency to excite such 
a jealousy among the Jews than it has ever yet done! 

The position of 7va here is somewhat peculiar. We should na¬ 
turally expect to find it before r£ u/ieregw ; but there are examples of 
its standing after the first words that begin a sentence; comp 1 Cor. 
ix. 15. 2 Cor. ii. 4. Gal. ii. 10. 

(32) lvvsx\e/<re . . . cXfjjtfjj, for God hath included all in unbelief , 
so that he might have mercy on all; i. e., God hath left both Jew 
and Gentile to fall into unbelief or disobedience, in order that the 
true nature of sin might fully appear, and that he might thus mag¬ 
nify the riches of his grace, in pardoning multiplied and aggravated 
transgressions; comp. Rom. v. 20, 21, where'the same general senti¬ 
ment is developed. The fathers in speaking of this subject compare 
sin to a fever, which before it reaches a certain height, does not so 
develope itself that the physician applies its appropriate remedy. 
They also compare it to a tree, which is permitted to grow up to 
full height, and to spread forth all its branches and leaves, before it 
is felled. So when sin had reached its acme, the Redeemer appeared 
and struck the mortal blow. The yd% introduces an additional rea- 
eon, to show that God will have mercy on all. 

In regard to cxmxXtKSt, it seems to be the best illustrated by a refer- 
ence to the Hebrew *?3 TJDn, bit TSDil, b VSDn a ll of which 
(from *W) mean to deliver over to , to give up to the power of —The 
whole verse, and also chap. v. 20, 21, seems plainly to teach, that 
God had a special purpose to answer in giving man over to the power 
or dominion of sin and unbelief, viz., to expose the <£ exceeding sin¬ 
fulness of sin,” and to magnify the riches of his pardoning mercy. 

But if any are not satisfied with the sense here given to the word 
and insist that it is to be taken in a more active sense, they 
may compare it with Rom. v. 20, and also with ix. 18. It may be 
understood here in the same sense as cxXrigvvii in ix. 18. I see no 
more objection to the one than to the other. But such a sense of 
<jWxX£/<r6 does not seem to be necessary here. 

(33) Here then, to say the least, is some deep and mysterious 
proceeding on the part of God, which the human mind cannot 
fathom, and which it should only wonder at and adore. T n fidtio; .. . 
©fou, 0 the boundless riches both of the xoisdom and knowledge of God! 
nXourou means riches literally, and here it signifies abundance .— 
2 ©p Jag, the wisdom of God, viz., the wisdom displayed in thus mak- 
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ing the unbelief of the Jews subservient to the purpose of bringing 
salvation to the Gentiles, in thus educing good out of evil; and also 
in finally bringing the Jews back to their filial relation, through the 
mercy granted to the Gentiles; important ends, which no human 
foresight or wisdom could have accomplished.— Tvunretof y boundless 
knowledge; for what less than Omniscience could foresee the effects 
to be thus produced, the good effects that would flow from present 
and apparent evil? What human or angelic foresight could divine 
that such consequences would follow from such means? 

Tholuck refers the whole simply to divine compassion , and says 
that ‘ the words are contra decretum absolutum of Augustine.’ This 
may be true, if Augustine meant what Tholuck supposes he did— 
fatality. But did he mean this? This excellent critic seems to find 
frequent matter of difficulty in the assertions of Paul here; so 
strongly is he exercised with the fear of the decretum absolutum of 
Augustine and Calvin. 

'ils . . . . o<W auroD, how unsearchable are his proceedings , and his 
ways past fading out! Understanding all this as of course having 
a reference to the preceding declarations of the apostle, we must in¬ 
terpret it as meaning: ‘How entirely above our comprehension, that 
God should accomplish such ends by such means,’ viz. the salvation 
of the Gentiles in such a way, and then that of the Jews I —Kfuara 
seems plainly to mean, like the Hebrew D'BQEto, ordinance , arrange¬ 
ment , proceeding: or rather decision , counsel , determination . Here 
it is for substance a synonyme with odo/, which evidently has the 
like sense. The word odo/, which literally means way or track that 
one makes in going, gives occasion to the adjunctive cmgf^wWro/, 
whose footsteps cannot be traced , i. e. y unsearchable, vice non vesti- 

What can be plainer, now, than that the declaration in verse 32 
gives the immediate occasion to the exclamation in ver. 33 ? But if 
this be so, then js contributes its share to excite the apostle’s 

feelings, as well as j. Tholuck admits only the latter. 

(34) Tyag . . . syevero, for who hath known the mind of the Lord , 
or who hath been his counsellor ? rdg is placed here before a clause 
added in order to confirm the assertion, that the ways of God are 
unsearchable. The verse is a quotation from Is. xl. 13, ad sensum, 
and nearly in the words of the Seventy. The object is, to challenge 
the wisdom of created beings ; for the call is made on them to show, 
if there be any such case, wherein any of them has contributed any 
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thing to enlighten or to guide the divine counsels. The question 
implies strong negation. 

(35) "Hr/f , . . . avr/p, or who hath first given him any thing, and 

it will be repaid? The sentiment of this verse may be found in the 
Hebrew of Job xli. 3 (11), p*l 'P, who hath done me 

any service, that I may recompense him . This the apostle has 
changed to the third person, instead of the first, so as to make it 
congruous with the preceding quotation. The Septuagint, “ abit in 
omnia alia” here; so that the apostle (if indeed he here quotes at all, 
which seems somewhat doubtful), has given a new version to the 
Hebrew. 

This latter quotation (if it be one) is designed by the apostle to 
have a bearing on all claims to the divine favour, which can be pre¬ 
ferred on the score of desert or.of services rendered to God. How 
prone the Jews were to betake themselves to their own merits, and 
to rely on self-righteousness, every reader of the New Testament 
must know. The sentence before us is designed to repress this spirit; 
for it is as much as strongly to affirm, that no one can make any just 
claims upon God for his favour, as no one by his services has laid 
him under any obligation. The Nominative to uvra?rc$&7)<jiTui is 
avro understood, which would refer to n implied after the preceding 

'TTgosdcoxe. 

(36) On the contrary, instead of creatures laying God under any 
obligation to them, God is all and in all, t. e., he is the source of all 
being and blessing, by him all things come into existence and are 
sustained and governed, and for him, for his glory and honour, they 
u are and were created.”—"Or* . . . xuvret, for of him, and by him . 
and for him, are all things . —’ e £ alrov, of him, i, e., he is the original 
source, the eternal fountain whence all the streams of existence take 
jtheir rise.—A/ avrov, he is not only the original source, but the inter¬ 
mediate cause of all things. It is the exertion of his power that 
brings them into being, and preserves, directs, and controls them.— 
E/s aurov, fur him, for his honour, praise, glory ; he is the sovereign 
Lord and possessor of all, and all exist because he wills it, and exist 
for the accomplishment of purposes which the Maker of all has in 
view. The sentence seems equivalent to saying; (t God is the be¬ 
ginning, continuance, and end of all things.” 
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Such ia the conclusion of the doctrinal part of our epistle; a 
powerful expression of profound wonder, reverence, and adoration, 
in regard to the unsearchable ways of God in his dealings with men; 
and an assertion of the highest intensity, respecting his sovereign 
right to control all things so as to accomplish his own designs, inas¬ 
much as all spring from him, u live and move and have their being in 
him,” and are for his glory. A doctrine truly humbling to the proud 
and towering hopes and claims of self-justifying men ; a stumbling- 
block to haughty Jews, and foolishness to unhumbled Greeks. I 
scarcely know of any thing in the whole Bible which strikes deeper 
at the root of human pride than vers. 33—36. But what emphasis 
there can be in these, if the apostle is discoursing merely on the 
external privileges of men, and maintaining that these only were be¬ 
stowed by pure grace, I am unable to see. Every man on earth has 
merely to open his eyes on things around him, in order to see that 
distinctions of a temporal nature are co-cxtensive with the human 
race. Does he need the long argument of the apostle, and the stren¬ 
uous efforts he has made, in order to be satisfied of this? But when 
wc come to the great question : Are distinctions of a spiritual nature 
made, which are eternal in their consequences; and made too accord¬ 
ing to the good pleasure of God, without any merit on the part of 
men? it is then >ve find ourselves to need all the argument and rea¬ 
soning of the apostle, to bring us submissively to bow, and to con¬ 
template the whole subject (as he does) with wonder and adoration. 
It is then, that God’s claims to be considered the GREAT ALL 
IN ALL, must be advanced in such a way, that the loftiness of 
man may be bowed down, and the haughtiness of man laid low, and 
Jehovah alone be exalted.” 

I appeal now to all readers and critics, who, like Tholuck, refer 
all that is said in vcr. 33—36 to the mere goodness and compassion of 
God as manifested in the gospel, whether there is any congruity in the 
passage thus considered. Nothingcan be more certain, than that vers. 
34—36 do assert, in the most high and unequivocal manner, the in¬ 
dependence of God on his creatures, and his sovereign power and 
right over them. This will not be questioned. But why such an 
assertion here, at the close of the argumentative part of the epistle, 
the very climax of the whole? Is it necessary to make the deepest 
possible impression of divine independence and sovereign right, in 
order to convince us that God can exercise his goodness and compas¬ 
sion ? I repeat it—I cannot see the congruity of such reasoning or 

2 i 
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rhetoric. Let those who adopt such exegesis look to this ; mine is 
not the task to defend it. 

On the other hand ; if God has, for reasons not disclosed to us, 
and therefore in the way of what we call the exercise of divine sove¬ 
reignty , rejected for a time the Jewish nation, and brought in the 
Gentiles; and if God, in his own due time, shall also again bring the 
Jewish nation into his church; and all this in such a way as entirely 
exceeds our comprehension, and which of course we are altogether 
unable to explain ; then we may exclaim with the wondering apostle 
0 the depth! Then we may find overwhelming reason to believe, 
that God is all in all , that he is the beginning, middle, and end of all 
things, and that “ for his glory they are and were created.” We can 
sympathize, therefore, while cherishing such views, with all which 
the apostle has here said, and find abundant reason to cherish senti¬ 
ments such as he has avowed. 

But to prevent all mistake here, I repeat, before I close this sub¬ 
ject, what I have once and again expressed in the preceding pages, 
viz., that ^sovereignty in God, does not imply what is arbitrary , nor 
that he does any thing without the best of reasons . It only implies, 
that those reasons are unknown to us . While clouds and darkness 
are truly about him, in respect to our vision, justice and judgment 
are the habitation of his throne for ever. It is impossible, even for a 
moment to doubt that this must be so. Infinite wisdom and goodness 
can never act at all without reason, nor without the very best reason. 
God has no possible temptation to act arbitrarily or wrongly; it can¬ 
not profit him. His creatures cannot abridge his happiness. Of 
course, it would be the extreme of folly to suppose, that because God 
acts in a way which is mysterious, he acts in an arbitrary or oppres¬ 
sive manner. Is he under obligation to disclose all the grounds of 
his proceedings to us? Enough he has disclosed to satisfy us that he 
is wise and good. May there not be something left to exercise our 
filial confidence, and to give us (what does indeed well become us) a 
deep sense of our humble and imperfect condition ? Shall we pre¬ 
scribe to God the terms of our moral discipline? If not, then let us 
be content, when his mysterious ways press upon our minds and wc 
feel straitened and in darkness, to say with the apostle: r n pdOo; 
KXourov xai ao<p'iag xai yvuxttug 0eoO! And if our hearts are ever tempted 
to rise up against the distinctions which God has made, either in a 
temporal or spiritual respect, in the bestowment of his favours, let us 
bow them down to the dust, as well as silence and satisfy them, with 
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the humbling, consoling, animating, glorious truth, that “of Got], and 
through him, ant] for him, are all things I” To him, then, be the 
glory for ever and ever I Amen. 


CHAP. XII. 1—21. 

* 

The apostle haring thus concluded wliat may be called the doctrinal part of his epistle, now 
proceeds to the hortatory and practical part; which contains precepts both general and partic¬ 
ular that were specially adapted to those whom he was addressing, and the spirit of which ia 
applicable to atl times and nations. The very solemn and earnest manner in which he incul* 
oatea the practical maxims that follow, shows £qw deeply he felt thp importance of uniting 
Christian doctrine and duty; yea, how necessarily the reception of the former must lead to the 
latter. He begins with urging Christians to make an entire consecration of themselves to God, 
verses 1, 2 ; he urges upon his readers humility, although they possess the special gifts of the 
Spirit: inasmuch as all the diversities of such gifts are possessed by those who are only parts 
of the spiritual body to which all Christians belong, verses 3—5 ; he eDjoins upon each to make 
a wise and diligent improvement of the special gift or office bestowed on him, verses C — 8 ; and 
then gives, in the remainder of the chapter, a most striking and admirable series of Christian 
precepts; of which no equal, and no tolerable parallel, can bo found iu all the writings of the 
heathen world. 

(1) nagaxaXai ovv . . . 0£«u, I intreat you , then , by the tender 
mercies of God , u e ., such being the case as I have now stated, such 
being theloveand compassion exhibited towards sinners, andanch the 
provision made for them, I entreat you on account of the tender 
mercies, &c. Ouv has reference to-all that precedes, and intimates 
that the writer is making a general deduction from it.—O UngfiZv, in 
the plural, is an imitation of the Hebrew DVprn which has no 
singular. It means kindness , benignity , compassion, &c. A/a, by , on 
account of; comp. Rom. xv. 30. 1 Cor. i. 10. 2 Cor. x. 1. 

Tiuguffrritsai . . . to present your bodies a living sacrifice , holy , 
acceptable to God , which is your rational service . na^atfrSj/ra/ is com¬ 

mon in classic Greek, and is employed to designate the action of 
bringing and presenting to the divinity a sacrifice of any kind.— 
am bfiuv, your bodies , i. e. y yourselves. The word erw/uava appears 
to he used because it makes the nature of the representation or com¬ 
parison more appropriate ; for the bodies of animals arc offered in 
sacrifice.— ®v<rlav Zfijcav, a living sacrifice , in distinction from that of 
beasts which were slain. It is put in apposition with the preceding 
S-jff/av. The meaning appears to he, that the living active powers of 
their bodies were to be continually offered or devoted to God ; or in 
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other words, they were to offer a living , enduring, lasting sacrifice, 
not a sacrifice once for all by self-immolation. But possibly the 
reference may be to the custom of the Levitical law, which forbade 
the offering to God of what was accidentally killed. The animal 
must be brought alive to the altar, and slain there. But I prefer the 
former exegesis. 

'A y'tav, holy, i. e., integer , without blemish , or defect; for no 

other kind of sacrifice could be ay/a, i. e. f consecrated to God.— Eia- 
gecrov rip Qeip is an epexegesis of the preceding ay/a.—T r,v }.oyr/.r,v}. a- 
rgetav v/iuv, your rational service , viz., your spiritual offering or service, 
or that which is mental or belongs to reason (7.6yoc), in distinction 
from an external service or Xargiia 6agy.iy.ri, such as the Jews offered 
and relied on for salvation. I have rendered it rational , i, e. y per¬ 
taining to the reason or understanding, because the word reasonable 
(as we now use it) does not necessarily convey the same idea. 

(2) Ka/ ... vohg v/muv, and be not conformed to this world , but be 
ye transformed by the renewing of your mind. The Codices A., D., 
E., F., G., and many Codd. minusc. read avayrri/MUTi^taOcu and /itra/Mog- 
povaQai, in the Infinitive; which would imply rragay.a/.u before them. 
The sense would be the same, in such a case, as the Imperative of 
the text before us makes.— Tp a iujvi roiry, the present world , i. e ., 
n?n oVlVn, according to the later usage of the word D^iy among 
the Jews. The classic sense of atuv, never coincides with this. See 
my Exegetical Essay on atu>v, aluiviog, &c., § 5. By not conforming 
to the world the apostle means, the not adopting of its sinful customs 
and practices, whether of an external or internal nature. 

? AXXa fitrufMoopoofiOs, i. e., put on another form, person; exchange the 
of the world for that of Christianity. Do this uvar.uivJjGzi toj vcb; 
u/xwo, by the renewing of your mind,i. e ., by renovating the yoD; rru7.at6;, 
by exchanging it for a voZg xa mg such as the gospel inspires. In 
other words : * Cherish no more a spirit devoted to the world and 
sinfully conforming to it; cultivate a new and different spirit, one 
devoted to God, one which will love and practise what is good and 
pleasing to God. 

E/’c rj boxijidfy.iv . , . re\eiov, that ye may learn what the 'EM of God 
is, that which is good and acceptable and perfect. Aox/, x means 
(among other things) to explore , to investigate , to search out , 10^ ; 
and this for the purpose of learning and knowing. The apostle 
means to say, that a renewed mind is essential to a successful inquiry 
after practical and experimental Christian truth, in its whole extent. 



ROMANS XII. 3. 501 

“ If any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine whether 
it be of God.” 

Td ayaUv x. r. X., I regard not as adjectives agreeing with SsX^a, 
but as nouns, formed in the usual way, viz., by prefixing the article 
to the neuter gender of the adjective; for ro is of course implied 
before euagetrrov and reXs/ov. So Flatt and Glockler. —E vdgfffrov means 
acceptable to God, rw ©f£) being implied. — TeXaov, that which is want¬ 
ing in nothing, which has no defect, integrum. Reiehe construes 
these adjectives as qualifying SiX>j/xa. The whole verse, therefore, 
is an exhortation to spiritual-mindedness, in order that Christians 
may attain to a full knowledge of what their holy religion de¬ 
mands. 

(31 Vdo here stands before specific reasons given for a general 
principle urged in the preceding context. A/a rtjg ydpreg by virtue 
of the [apostolic] office of grace bestowed on me; comp. Rom. i. 5. 
xv. 15. Eph. iii. 2, 8.—*Ep v/iTv t among you; so ev frequently means, 
in such a connection. 

Mj) • . . pforaft, lit. not to over-estimate himself beyond what he 

ought to estimate . ria^a is often used in such a sense, in comparative 
declarations; e . g. y Luke xiii. 2. iii. 13. Rom. xiv. 5. Hcb. i. 9. i. 4. 
iii. 3.— ’AXXti . . . (lojtp^oveTv, lit. but to make such an estimation as to act 
soberly , i. e., to think modestly, prudently, in a rational way, of him¬ 
self, not being puffed up with his own attainments and gifts; the 
same as aojpgovug <pgovtTv. The paronomasia in ucrfg-pgovift and 
can hardly escape the reader’s notice. 

'Hxacrij is . . . xioTEug, according to the measure of faith which 
God hath imparted to him; i. e. 9 according to the measure of Chris¬ 
tian belief and knowledge which God has imparted. In other words: 
c Let each one estimate his gifts by the principles which the gospel 
has revealed.’ But Flatt and Tholuck understand rriartg here as 
equivalent to ya.ousg.a % i. e., rricrig ^ ri K^iGrtvptvov, quod creditum est y 
donum ; for which I can find no adequate and satisfactory proof or 
example. Nor can I perceive that the meaning which this exegesis 
would give to the passage, is a probable one. The apostle is not 
exhorting men to prize their gifts according to the diverse nature of 
them (which must be his meaning, if Flatt and Tholuck have rightly 
explained him) ; but he is exhorting all, whatever may be their 
gifts, to demean themselves modestly and humbly. All belong to 
one body , and no invidious distinctions are to be made. Conse¬ 
quently it is more congruous to explain pzrgov v/areugas indicating the 
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measure of Christian belief or faith, i. e. } of Christian knowledge 
which is the object of faith. 

(4) To show that no one has any reason to set up himself as supe¬ 
rior to others, the apostle now introduces the admirable comparison 
of the body of Christ , i. e. y the church, with the human body. There 
are various members of the latter; and they are designed for different 
uses. But all belong to one and the same body ; and each performs 
its own proper functions for the good of the whole. So ought it to 
be in the Christian church.— Tlgufyv, use , opus , negotium , office. 

(5) Oiirojg . . . so we, being many , are one body in Christ , 

and are each members of others; i. e there is but one church, one 
spiritual body, of which Christ is the head. To this we all belong. 
In this respect there is no pre-eminence.—K afaft for xcc9 r eva, properly 
a solecism; see also John viii. 9. Mark xiv. 19. 3 Macc. v. 34, and 
dva eft Rev. xxi. 21. 

((i) ’'E^cvrec . . . did<pogu, and possessing gifts which are diverse, 
according to the grace bestowed upon us; i. e. y we, who are many in 
number, and yet one body in Christ, possess gifts which are diverse, 
according to the diversity of the operations of the Spirit, who be¬ 
stows different gifts on different persons. V Eagrees with 
understood, and is a continuation of the preceding sentence. It is 
plain that here is grammatically an anacolulhon; for no verb as an 
apodosis regularly follows the participial e-^ovregx. r. X. The preceding 
context may supply an apodosis; and this may either be dXX^Xcuv ft'O.ri 
e ajii,sv t or crgai'iv (XV 9 

Em <ff£o<pr t Ttiuv, whether prophecy , i. c., £/Ve [e^/o/xiv or 
niav ; the ellipsis of e^o/^ev or being quite plain. IIg6p):rffav 

here evidently means xH lv i. e., the office or gift of prophecy, 

the prophetic office; which explanation, moreover, is rendered certain 
by the sequel.— E/Ve serves to enumerate particular species, which 
belong to the genus yjxol<5^ara. But is <r£o£jj«/a a public or a private 
office ? And if either, what were its appropriate duties ? 

To answer this question philologically, as well as by the analogy 
of the Scriptures, it is necessary to resort, in the first place, to the 
classic use of the word, IlgopjJnjs, among the Greeks, generally 
signified an interpreter of the ivill of the gods , an interpreter of those 
who were priests of the gods , etc. The essence of the definition is 
the idea of interpreter , one who explains or declares , viz., what was 
before dark, or not understood, or not known. So the Greeks could 
say, SeoD — /gfou — fidvreug — Mou<rwv, x. r. X. Sometimes (but 
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more rarely) ^o<p/}T^ means, one who himself foretells , one who pre¬ 
dicts , etc.; and it is then equivalent to the Greek pdvrtg. But in 
general it differs from /Aavn;, inasmuch as the latter means a person 
who is himself under the divine afflatus in such a manner as to be 
bereaved of his own consciousness and reason, and merely to utter 
(as an instrument) what the inspiring divinity causes him to utter. 
This, which the ^dvri; himself is not supposed to understand and 
cannot explain, it was the office of the ‘rgopqrris to interpret. Plato 
derives pdvng from ^a/vopai , to rave , to he out of one's senses; and this 
shows the peculiar meaning of pdvng in distinction from fffopgrjj;, 
which usually designates only such persons as are in possession of 
their reason. 

n§o<p9jT7jg in the New Testament, corresponds well with the Hebrew 
K'?}, which means an interpreter of the divine will generally , and 
specially one who by divine inspiration foretells future events. Of 
this latter sense, which all admit, it is unnecessary to give any exam¬ 
ples ; but as to the former, the reader may consult for Judg. vi. 
8. 2 Sam. vii. 2. Ex. vii. 1, where Aaron is said to be a to 
Moses, i, e, f the interpreter to the people of the plans and designs of 
Moses (comp. Exod. iv. 16. Jer. xv. 19). Deut. xviii. 18. For the 
like sense of vrgopqrijg in the New Testament, comp. Matt. v. 12. x. 
41. xi. 9. xiii. 17. John vii. 52. Acts .vii. 48, 52. Rev. x. 7. xi. 10, 
18. xviii. 24, 20. Comp, also the verb in Rev. x. 11. xi. 3. 

Luke i. 67. Acts ii. 17, 18. xix. 6. xxi. 9. 1 Cor. xi. 4, 5. xiii. 9. 
xiv. 1, 3, 4, 5, 24, 31, 39; and with these texts compare Joel ii. 28. 
Num. xi. 25, 27. 1 Sam. x,. 5, 6, 10—13. xix. 20—24. 

From all these passages it is put beyond a doubt, that to prophesy 
means not merely to predict (which is rather the predominant signifi¬ 
cation of the word), but also to preach (as we say), to warn , to 
threaten , to utter devotional sentiment, to utter praise; in short, to 
speak any thing by divine inspiration or afflatus. n s op?jr uav in our 
text, therefore, does not of course refer to those who predicted ; it 
may have another meaning. More probable is it, indeed it is almost 
certain, that here it has a more general sense, referring to those who 
publicly uttered any thing by special divine aid or inspiration, which 
had respect to the subject of religion. 

Such, then, were in the Christian church, i. e ., men en¬ 

dowed with a supernatural gift in regard to addressing the people, 
either for the purposes of instruction or of devotion. The apostle 
directs them to perform the duties of their office xard r^v dvaXoylav rtjg 
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c/mug, according to the proportion of faith , or according to the ana¬ 
logy of faith. According to the first method of translating it, the 
sense would be : 4 Let the prophets speak only as they have faith to 
do it i. <?., let them not go beyond the faith imparted to them. 
Faith here may mean that which is the object of their belief \ i . e., 
what is given to them in an extraordinary manner as the object of 
their beliefi In such a case, the apostle means to say : ‘ Let not the 
prophets exceed what is entrusted to them. Let them keep within 
the bounds of their reason and consciousness, and not, like the hea¬ 
then fMarre /£, rave, or speak they know not what/ Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 
32, where the fact is made clear, that Paul considered the prophets 
as conscious, rational, voluntary, accountable agents, while in the 
exercise of their gifts. And as to the solemn and conscientious dis¬ 
charge of the duty of a prophet, comp. Jer. xxiii. 25—40. Ezek. ii. 
6—8. iii. 17—21. In this manner Chrysostom, Theodoret, CEcu- 
rnenius, Pel a gi us, Calvin, Flatt, Tholuck, and many others, have 
understood the phrase under examination. Reiche, however, and 
others, construe avaXoy/av rr,$ rrhsrewg as meaning the measure of faith,’ 
i. e ., the degree or measure of actual belief which the prophet exer¬ 
cised, or of which he was the subject. 

At the same time, as dvaXcy/av may signify analogy , agreement 
(for so it means in the classics), the sense may be : i Prophesy in 
such a manner, that what you say will accord with the doctrine of 
faith, viz., with that which the Scripture contains.’ The former 
sense is the most congruous here, and therefore the most probable. 

It is obvious, that the elliptical construction reigns through this 
whole paragraph. Here we may understand re w/xty before xara 
tt]v cbaXoy/ou, or we may fill out the construction thus: «ga£/v lyj] cr^o- 
<pr t rtia. Reiche, however, insists on xara . . . -x/<rrE&>s being co-ordi¬ 
nate with xara yduv x. r. X., and that tyovnc is implied before it. But 
the comparison of the clause un x. r. X. with the succeed¬ 

ing clauses, e/Ve diuxoviav, iv rj\ htaxovia x. r. X., makes against this con¬ 
struction. Grammatically it is possible; exegetically , it is quite im¬ 
probable. 

(7) EJVe dtaxoviav, i. c., E/Ve [e^o/ie/] diaxoviav. A/axou>c, in a general 
sense, means a servant y a waiter of any one. But as the office of a 
servant is elevated by the station of his master and the duties which 
the servant has to perform, so the word is far from being always em¬ 
ployed in a degrading sense ; nay, it is sometimes (like the Hebrew 
"’s 1 ?) used in a most honourable sense, as servant of God , servant of 
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Christ l , servant (minister) of the gospel , etc. In the passage before 
us, dtaxQvia probably refers to the official duty of the oiuxovot in the 
Christian church, to whom was committed the care of alms for the 
poor, of providing for the sick, of preparing conveniences for public 
worship, etc., and generally, of watching over and taking care of the 
external matters of the church. In the primitive age of the church, 
this office was very simple, having reference only to the alms of the 
church. So the verb d/azMsw very often means, to supply one with 
foody to make ready or provide food for any one, e . g.y Matt. iv. 11. 
Mark i. 13. Luke x. 40. xii. 37. xvii. 8. John xii. 2 ; comp. Acts vi. 
But in subsequent ages, the office was extended to all the external 
and merely temporal relations of the church. So in the Jewish syna¬ 
gogue, the IJHj inspector , overseer y corresponding to 6idy.ovo$, 

’Ey rij 5/axc ivia, i. e., uifsVOV effroj ; like tv toutoi ; 7 o'Ot, 1 Tim. iv. 15, 
i. e., sit totus inillis , let him be wholly devoted to his ministration or 
service, let him be deeply engaged to perform its duties with fidelity 
and zeal. 

E/re 6 dddaxuv. Here the construction is varied, although there 
appears to be no special reason for it in the nature of the sentence. 
We should expect tin btdaaxaXiav here, i. e. y the Accusative case of 
the abstract noun; but in its stead, we have a participial noun in the 
Nominative. Of course the verb jj or fari is understood here after 6 
d/ddexuv .—’Ey rr dibaox.a'Kia, t. e ., itfrw as before. 

That the office of teacher is here distinguished from on 

the one hand, and from aa^axaAwv on the other, is plain. But in 
what this distinction consisted, it would be a difficult matter for us 
at the present time to say. In regard to the first distinction, it would 
seem that -jrgopij r^g indicated one who taught by inspiration y and only 
so far as inspiration prompted and enabled him to teach. In the 
strict sense of the word, it was an office created and sustained by 
miraculous gift. But dtbdcxaXo; appears to have been an ordinary 
stated teacher, one who was so by official station, and who taught 
according to the degree of religious knowledge which he possessed. 

(8) Eire o '7ra^uxa\ojv, i. e., o ■7ra£axaX&/y f . — ’Ey rjj traga i. e., iffreo 
as before. But what is <ragaxaXwy? The verb means to 

warily to console . Ila^axaXiy, then, would seem to indicate an ex- 
hortci'y i. e., one who urged to practical duties, who dwelt upon the 
threatenings and promises of the gospel, and so aided and completed 
the work which the dtddaxaXog had begun. 

How long the distinction which is here intimated, was kept up in 
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the church, I know not. But in the original settlement of the 
churches in New England, many of them had two ministers, a 3/- 
ddaxaXog and a rragaxaXojv, as here explained. It was believed, at 
that time, that these distinct offices were intended to be perpetual in 
the church. But why consistency would not of course lead to the 
maintenance of all the other offices here named, it would be difficult 
to say. 

*0 {LtTudidovg , sc. p. he who is a distributer , i. e., he who distributes 
the charities of the church, or of individuals in it.—’Ev acrAoVijn, i . e ., 
with a simple or single regard to the good of those for whom the 
charity was bestowed, without any selfish or sinister purposes of his 
own. But in what respect 6 /xeradidovg differed from the biaxovog above 
mentioned, we are now unable to ascertain with precision. That 
there was a difference, is plain from the manner in which the whole 
of this paragraph is constructed. May it not have been that the 
dtdxovog was the general overseer , the collector and provider of alms; 
while the o [MiTabibobg was the actual distributer of them among the 
needy ? This seems quite probable, from the nature of the case, 
and from the fact that here are two distinct offices, both of which 
have a relation to the same class of duties. 

The reader should remark, that with <5 /urabibovg the construction 
is again changed, inasmuch as the s7« is omitted; so that the strain 
of the sentiment becomes purely hortatory. 

'O Kgoi<frdttevog sv axovbp, let him who presides do it with diligent at¬ 
trition, A question may indeed be raised here, whether 6 *go7aruftsvo; 
means an office in the church, or only a person to whom the care of 
some duty or business is committed. The verb ergofarj^/ sometimes 
means to attend with care and diligence to any thing , q. d., to stand 
over it , as we say in English. So in Tit. iii. 8, xaXuv sgyw cr^oiVraffda/ 
means to be diligent in performing good works. But as 6 c rpYard/ims 
stands connected with a series of other words which express some 
official duty, most interpreters have been inclined to construe it here 
as having respect to office. It seems plainly to be used in 1 Thess. v. 
12, to designate one who holds the office of a teacher; and in 1 Tim. 
v. 17, it also seems to designate one who holds the office of ruling or 
governing in the church, as well as teaching. The context of this 
latter passage has indeed been regarded by most commentators, as 
showing that there were some tTgo/Grajutm who held the double office 
of teacher and governor or ruler in the church, although, ns some of 
them suppose, these offices would seem more usually to have beeu 
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separate. In like manner, Justin Martyr speaks of a irgotar&e 
adeXpuv, who (it appears) is the presbyter of the church, Apolog. I. 
c. 67. 

In 1 Cor. xii. 28, is another account of Paul concerning the 
offices in the church existing at Corinth ; from which it appears that 
there were reckoned in that church the following orders of officers 
and gifts : ctcroVroXoi, biddffKaXoi, &uvu/j,eig, yafiGiuira tafidruv, 

xu/Seg^cre/e, yevri yXcuccuv, dng(j,r)veurui; quite a different reckon¬ 
ing from that in our text, and yet the object of it is the very same as 
in Rom. xii. 8, viz., to show Christians that the same Spirit has be¬ 
stowed gifts and offices of different and various kinds, but that inas¬ 
much as he is the author of all, and they who possess them all 
belong to one and the same body, so there should be no boasting or 
pride indulged on account of them, but every one who possesses 
them should exercise his own gift in the best manner he can, for the 
edification of the whole. 

It must be obvious that the mentioned in 1 Cor. xii. 28, 

would seem to accord with the ^oiGra^vog in our text; but whether 
it accords with the same word in 1 Thess. v. 12. 1 Tim. v. 17, 
seems more doubtful. From a comparison of the whole together, it 
appears equally clear that the office itself of a ‘rgoYordfievog, as desig¬ 
nated here (and in 1 Cor. xii. 28 by xu/&gv^/s), was one of the 
lowest in the church. It is ranked the seventh in 1 Cor. xii. 28, and 
the sixth in llom. xii. 8. But in 1 Tim. v. 17 and 1 Thess. v. 12, 
it is represented as entitled to special honour; yet in both these 
passages it is spoken of as united with the person of a teacher or 
preacher . 

'O sXeuv sv ;xagoT*jr>, lie who shoios compassion , [let him do it] with 
cheerfulness; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 7. 

For a more extended examination of the passage 6 fieradtbo'j; .... 
h iXagoTTjTi, the reader is referred to the Excursus, where an inter¬ 
pretation different from that above exhibited is proposed and de¬ 
fended. 

(9) 'II dydni), dvonoxgiros, let benevolence be sincere . I render dydxv\ 
benevolence here, because it seems to indicate kind feeling toward 
men in general. The love of the brethren is specified in verse 10. 
The apostle here enjoins on Christians to cherish a sincere and real, 
not merely a pretended and apparent, feeling of kindness toward all 
men. 

’A-xo arvytZvTtg, i. etare, which would make the Imper.; and this 
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the nature of the case evidently demands. So xoXXw/xei-®/, sc. ear:. 
In the connection in which ri rrovr,p6v and rip dyctip here stand, the 
meaning is limited to malice and kindness. So crosses means, even 
in the classics, malicious , mischievous ; and dyo&og is the cunverse of 
this, kind, benevolent. These two phrases, therefore, are merely an 
epexegesis of uyd cttj in the preceding clause. 

(10) T ji <pt}.adeX<picc iig aXX^Xous tpiXooroeyoi, in respect to brotherly 
love , kindly affectionate one toward another. Tr\ piXaoeXf/a, is the 
Dative of relation; i. e., in connection with adjectives or verbs the 
Dative is used where the question arises, whether or in respect to 
what? which for convenience sake may be called the Dative of re - 
latlon. So often in the New Testament; e.g., vutigol rat; dy.ou?;, Heb. 
V. 11; uyvoQ'j/Mvog rp Gal. i. 22; so Matt. xi. 2 ( ,). Heb. xii. 

3. Eph. iv. 18, et saepe alibi. ^i/Jeropyoi means affectionate , in such 
a manner as one is toward his own near relative; eropyq means natu¬ 
ral affection. 

Tjj rifM^, aXX^Xous croofjyou/x^o/, in respect to honour , anticipating each 
other; i. e let each one, in paying the proper tribute of respect to 
others, strive to anticipate his Christian brother. Uporr/sojxca means 
to take the lead , to go before , to set the example » The meaning is, 
that so far from being averse to pay that respect which is due to 
others, each should strive to excel the other in the performance of 
this duty. Christianity, therefore, is so far from banishing all civi¬ 
lity and good manners from society, that it enjoins the greatest at¬ 
tention to this subject. 

(11) T jj 6<rovbji, (i^i oxviygo/, as to diligence , not remiss. T fi sxovbff is 
evidently the same Dative of relation as before. 2<rou3£ here seemB 
to be taken in the general sense; and so the passage accords with 
Eecle. ix. 10: “Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it with thy 
might.” So the next phrase explains the whole expression, by pre¬ 
senting the antithesis of it, viz., rp nwopart ^ovrsj, ferventes animo , 
warmly engaged (as we sa y), fervid, active in serious earnest; com. 
Acts xviii. 25, where the same expression is used to designate the 
fervid spirit of Apollos.—Some apply rp msvfLan here to the divine 
Spirit; but I think without any good reason. 

Tp Kuf/w bovXtvovrsg (which Griesbach reads rp xcugu 8ov\rjovrec) f is 
supported by the more important testimony of external witnesses. 
Griesbach has rejected it on the ground, that * the less usual reading 
is to be preferred a ground which, to say the least, has many slip¬ 
pery places. Knapp, Morus, Bengel, and Beza, preserve K u^iy, and 
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I think with good reason. I take the whole expression to mean, 
that all our diligence is to be consecrated to God, to be made subser¬ 
vient to the cause of Christ. That Kvoiui here means the Lord Christ , 
the usus loquendi of Paul leaves no good room to doubt. Inasmuch 
as hovXiih*) governs the Dative, we need not insist here on the Dative 
of relation. But in fact, all of the Datives in this whole paragraph 
are of this nature ; so that exactly rendered it would be, as to the 
Lord, obedient or engaged in his service. 

(12) Ttj eAcr/i/, yahovTig, as to hope, joyful; u e rejoicing in the 

blessed hope of glory which the gospel inspires; and this, amid all 
the troubles and sorrows of life.— Tf[ v<rofLevovreg, as to affliction, 

patiently enduring ; i . e ., since you are animated with a joyful hope, 
you may well be called upon to endure the troubles and sorrows of 
life with patience. Bretsehneider, not adverting to the fact that all 
the Datives here are those of relation , has noticed that vko/asw here 
governs the Dative, “ quod prorsus insolens est.” Lex. sub. jko/ilsvoj. 
It is indeed prorsus insolens ; or rather, it is not at all; for Sx/^e/ 
is not governed by viropevovreg, aod should be separated from it by a 
comma, like the example above, rj\ <pi‘kahs\<piq . . . piXoarog'/o/. This 
example of rf\ 3xAL', u <rofievovrzg, I may add, sufficiently confirms 
what is said above respecting the Dative of relation in this whole 
paragraph. 

T fj nooatvyfy xg 01 **cteregouvres, as to prayer, be persevering; i. e., the 
way to maintain a joyful hope, and to be patient under afflictions, is 
to cherish the spirit of prayer and to live near to God. 

(13) TaTg . . . xotvuvovvreg, in respect to the wants of the saints, be 
sympathetic; i . e ., feel these wants as if they were your own ; cherish 
that sympathy which will lead you to sympathize with the sufferings 
of others. With all these particles, eVre is implied. While Christi¬ 
ans were to be kind towards all others, they were to be specially so 
towards their brethren of the church, k o/v&mw in classic Greek has 
always an intransitive sense; and the instances in Gal. vi. 6 and 
Phil. iv. 5 hardly prove that a transitive sense should be given to it 
in the New Test., viz., communicate , distribute. To be a partaker, 
to share in, is the genuine meaning of the wurd ; and from that we 
need not here depart. —Tr,v p/Xogev/av biuxovreg, readily practising hos¬ 
pitality. Here the construction is changed, and the Accusative after 
hiutovng is employed. Comp. 1 Tim. v. 10. Ileb. xiii. 2. 1 Pet. iv. 9. 
3 John verses 5—8. In a particular manner was this virtue neces¬ 
sary in the primitive times, when Christian teachers had no regular 
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support, and when the missionaries of the cross were labouring to 
diffuse the knowledge of salvation. 

(14) E uXoye/re .... xa raeausOz, bless those who persecute you, bless 
and curse not; comp. Matt. v. 44. Luke vi. 28. That is, while your 
persecutors imprecate divine indignation upon you, do you pray that 
blessings may descend upon them. 

(15) Xa / ge/v . . . xXuiovtojv, rejoice with those who rejoice , and weep 
with those ioho weep; u e., sympathize with your fellow Christians 
both in joy and grief; show that you enter with feeling into the con¬ 
sideration of their joys and sorrows, so as to be glad when they are 
glad, and sorrowful when they are in heaviness. The Infinitive 
y^aiguv, xXalav, stands (as frequently in the Greek classics) instead of 
the Imperative. Strictly speaking, 6i7i s understood in such cases, 
q. d ., you must rejoice — weepy &c. 

(16) Ti aitrb eig dXXqXo-jg (pgovouvrtg, sc. eWf, mutually think the same 
thing , t. e., be agreed in your opinions and views. Whether this re¬ 
lates to matters that concerned spiritual or temporal affairs, the words 
themselves do not show; but the nature of the case would seem to 
indicate, that the expression is designed to have a general bearing on 
all their concerns and articles of belief. Origen, Theodoret, Chry¬ 
sostom, and Ambrose, have interpreted the passage as meaning : 
i Enter into each other’s circumstances, in order to see how you 
would yourself feel;’ and so it parallelizes with the preceding expres¬ 
sion. But the usus loquendi of Paul does not seem to admit of this 
exposition ; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11. Phil. ii. 2; comp. Rom. xv. 14. 
E ig uXXqXovg is not, indeed, the usual mode of expression in the New 
Testament, but h uXXrjXoig; comp. Mark ix. 50. John xiii. 35. Rom. 
xv. 5. But the exchange of tig with the Accusative for h with the 
Dative, in the New Testament (and indeed elsewhere), is very fre~ 
quent. 

Mi rt i . . , . <fwarray o,aevo/, mind not high things , but be led away 
by humble ones . Such is the literal translation of the words. The 
sentiment is : ( Shun pride, and cultivate humility. That dxxd roT; 
ra^sivotc, x. r, X,, is the antithesis of rd u^Xd, x. r. X., seems to me 
very obvious. Of course I must construe ranivotg as being in the 
neuter gender ; for such is evidently the case in regard to u^Xd. But 
Ivoppe, Sehleusncr,andStolz, construe ra^sivoig as being of the mascu¬ 
line gender, and represent the sentiment of the phrase to be: 6 Suffer 
yourselves to be led away, viz., to the judgment-seat of magistrates, 
with the despised Christian.’ Others, viz., Grotius, Limborch, C. 
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Schmidt, &c., construe it thus : i Suffer yourselves to be led away by 
the humble, i. e ., conform to them. This agrees in sentiment with 
the above exposition ; but it has the disadvantage of sacrificing the 
direct antithesis of the words and rci'Tra'voig, —SuvjtTrayo^a/ is 

commonly used in a bad sense, viz., to suffer one’s self to be led 
away by temptation, &c.; see Gal. ii. 13. 2 Pet. iii. 17. If we 
translate and explain in conformity with this, we must then render 
the phrase : i Be ye led away by low thingsa meaning which the 
apostle surely did not intend to convey. We must then resolve 
ouvaftcLyu/Atvoi into a generic sense, and translate thus : < Suffer your¬ 
selves to be influenced or led away by things that are despised,’ viz., 
by the proud world; in other words, * Readily undertake offices or 
duties that are humble and mean, in the estimation of the proud.' 
Passow assigns to the word the sense of mitfuhren y which agrees 
with the above exposition. 

Mi} . . . lavrotg, be not wise in your own conceit; i, e, 9 do not, trust¬ 
ing in your own superior skill and understanding, refuse to confer 
with others or to hearken to their suggestions; a caution intimately 
connected with the preceding one. 

(17) Mr,dsvi . . . uvodidovreg, not rendering evil for evil; comp. 1 Pet. 
iii. 9. Matt. v. 43—48. This is, no doubt, one of the most difficult 
of all the precepts which the gospel enjoins; I mean, one which most 
thwarts our natural inclinations and desires. “ The natural man 
receiveth not the things of the Spirit.” —n govoobusvot . . uvSGuvwvy seek 
after that which is good in the sight of all men; i. e be studiously 
attentive to those duties, which are commended by all, and which 
all therefore admit to be of the highest obligation. The expression 
seems to be taken, with some abridgment, from Prov. iii. 4, xal 
-rgojoou xaXa evumov Kv^iov xa/ av^f>u)<ruv. 

(18) E i dvvarov • . . E/gfjveuovres, if it be possible , so far cis you are 

abUy be at peace with all men. The limitations si bbvurov and ro 
u t uuiv, show that the apostle did not deem this possible in all cases; 
and beyond all question it is not. The world hate the truths of tlie 
gospel, and will be at enmity with those who boldly and faithfully 
urge them on their consciences. Apostles and martyrs did thus urge 
them ; and their sufferings prove the truth of vvliat has now been 
alleged.—T& u/luv, i. e., Kara rb v/uuv, ’e£ is used here in the 

sense of belonging to. The whole phrase means, f in proportion to 
that which belongs to you,’ i, e, } according to your ability; like the 
French votre possible. 
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(19) Mj] £at ,rovg .... ogyft, avenge not yourselves, beloved, but give 
place to [divine] indignation. Such is one method of interpreting 
this clause. Aibovai rocrov means to allow, to give place to (as we say 
in English). So Eph. iv. 22, i±i\ bibon ro^rov ri biapo'koj, give no place 
to the devil; and Luke xiv. 9, Abg rouTp toxov, resign your place to 
this person , or make room for him . Josephus (Antiq. xvi. ii. § 6) 
says: r<p evboia<f/j,<p tqkov bibovai, to give place to doubt; Plutarch says: 
bu t£ rra/^o vrag aur/j [o bibovai tokqv, we must, without jesting , 

give place to it [anger], De Ira cohibenda, chap. 14; and Marcus 
Antoninus says : b/bovat obv^jooTg, to give place to weeping , Lib. 

iii. 6. The meaning above given to bon rbcrov rj b^yj\ t thus according 
with the frequent sense of the phrase bouvai roxov, seems to be favoured 
by the quotation which immediately follows : ’E/xo/ x. r. >.. This 
quotation would be wholly inapposite, if we suppose that o*yji here 
means the wrath of our enemy, and oon tokov, to mean go out of the 
way of\ get out of the way of, Sc c., as Pelagius, Ambrose, Basil, 
Schocttgen, Ammon, and others have done. In Rabbinic Hebrew, 
it is true indeed, that Dipp (give place) means to go out of the 
way of ; but we need not resort to Hebrew idiom here. 

Another method of interpreting bgyjj is, to assign to it the meaning 
of one's own indignation , and then to construe bon roxov as meaning 
spatium date , i. e., put off, defer. The sense of this would be good; 
and Wisd. xii 20 would help to justify the usus loquendi. So also 
Livy (viii. 32) says: Ira? suae spatium .... daret. So Seneca: Ira 
surda est et amens, dabimus illi spatium (dc Ira, iii. 39); also Lnc- 
tanlius : Dedisset irae sua? spatium (do Ira, 18). Construed in this 
way the passage would mean: 4 Put off the execution of that to 
which your indignation would prompt, or defer the execution of your 
anger; for God will repay evil to your enemy in case he has done 
wrong. Retrihuiion belongs rather to him than to you.’ 1 his sense, 
on the whole, seems to be better supported than the other above 
given. Nor is there any want of congruity with what follows, such 
as would be an objection against this exegesis here. 

’E (Lot . . . Kvpog, retribution is mine, 1 trill make it, saith the Lord; 
or vengeance is mine, 1 will render it, saith the Lord. The passage 
is taken from Deut. xxxii. 35, Asysi Kvpog arc the apo¬ 

stle’s own words, for they are not in the Hebrew. The meaning is : 

4 God will render righteous judgment or retribution for acts of 
wickedness ; Christians are not to claim for themselves the doing of 
that which it is his sovereign prerogative to do.’ 
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(20) ’Ear olv . . aurov, if thine enemy hunger, feed him ; if lie thirst, 
give him drink. Food and drink here stand as a part for the whole, 
and signify our obligation to treat an enemy with beneficence or 
kindness. The meaning is : *Do good to thine enemy, instead of 
evil; show him kindness, instead of taking revenge.’ 

Touro ya% . . . alroZ, for in so doing, thou shalt heap coals of fire on 
his head. This is quoted from Prov. xxv. 21, 22. In Ps. xviii. 8, 12, 
13, coals of fire, are emblematical of consuming or destruction^ 

The Arabians say, he roasted my heart , or he kindled a fire in my 
heart , to designate the idea of giving or inflicting pain. So in 4 
Ezra xvi. 54, u Coals of fire shall burn on the head of him who 
denies that he has sinned against God.” There can be no well- 
grounded doubt, then, that pain is meant to be designated by this 
expression. But is it the pain of shame or contrition for misconduct, 
or that of punishment ? More probably the former here ; for so ver. 
21 would almost necessarily lead us to conclude. It is a noble senti¬ 
ment when thus understood. 1 Take not revenge,’ says the apostle: 
* overcome your adversary with kindness and beneficence. These 
will bring him to shame and sorrow for his misconduct.’ 

(21) M)j wxw . . . rb xaxov, he not overcome by evil, but overcome evil 
with good; i. e ., be not led to the indulgence of a spirit of revenge 
on account of injuries; but subdue the evil temper which leads to 
the infliction of injury, by beneficence and kindness. 


CHAP. XIII. 1—14. 


At the time when Taul wrote this epistle, the civil power was every where in the hands of 
heathen men, who were idolaters mid polytheists. In Pulesliue there was, indeed, n partial 
commit me u l of power to the liunds of Jews ; but this was principally of oil ecclesiastical nature, 
and tile Homans uniformly reserved to themselves the right of couliiiuiug or reversing any sen¬ 
tence, which should affect the life or liberty of their subjects. In gciurul the heathen magistracy 
were hostile to Christianity; although the lloman civil jower, as Mich, lind not begun to perse¬ 
cute Christiana when the epistle to the Homans was written, or even to tolerate ] crsccutinn in 
others. But the civil magistrates of the Homans, who were polytheists and idolaters, could not 
but look with indignation or scorn on those who denied the rdiyiolicita of the empire, and who 
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without hesitation condemned all religion but their own as false and injurious. There were some 
superstitious men, moreover, among these magistrates; and there were multitudes of superstiti¬ 
ous priests, who were peculiarly hostile to Christianity, and who urged the common people, and 
magistrates also, to testify their displeasure against it. Gradually this feeling ripened towards 
development; until at last, under Nero, it burst forlii like a volcano, and swept before its fiery 
streams all the disciples of Jesus who were within its reach. 

On the oilier haud, the Jews, before they were converted to Christianity, looked on their 
masters, the Romans, with such feelings as a sense of oppression and injured dignity and rights 
trampled on always inspire. As the chosen people of God, they considered themselves entitled 
to prc-cminence above the nations of the earlh. They looked down with scorn and hatred upon 
the worshippers of stocks and stones, the D^lil whom they had been uniformly instructed to ab¬ 
hor. The idea that the nomans claimed the right to dispose of their persons and properly was 
insufferable. They fortified themselves in this opinion, by an appeal to Deut. xviL 15 : " Thou 
shall in any wise set him king over thee whom the Lord thy God shall choose; one from among 
thy brethren shalt thou Bet king over thee ; thou mayeat not set a stranger over thee, who is not 
thy brother.” Willing subjection to the Romans, then, was in their view disobedience to this 
[injunction of Moses. Hence nothing but the fear of immediate and summary punishment re¬ 
strained them, for many years,from rising up against the noman power in Palestine ; and even 
in other countries, where they were numerous, they made no small tumult whenever occasion 
offered. 

When individuals passed over from the Jewish community to that of the Christians, they 
could not, or did not, divest themselves at once of all these feelings and views. Christianity 
introduced them to a new citizenship, new rights, new privileges, new spiritual rulers, new 
fellow-citizens. Could they then have any regard for heathen citizenship ? It was natural 
to ask this question; and above all, it was easy to do so, since the heathen magistracy were 
well known to be hostile in their feelings toward Christians, and since Christians were required 
to yield up life rather than to obey the civil magistrate as to some things which God bad forbid¬ 
den. 

It is easy to see, that while matters stood thus, there was great danger that private Christians, 
instigated by their own particular views of heathen superstitions and by a sense of duty in some 
cases where they were called upon to renounce obedience to the magistrate, would be exposed to judge 
wrongly, and to go too far in justifying a principle of insubordination to the civil power. Paul 
felt a deep solicitude in regard to this subject, whieh was evidently encompassed with many 
difficulties. For on the one hand, it was clear that in some cases life itself was to be sacrificed 
rather than to obey the civil power; and the apostle himself was a most eminent pattern of 
high and holy independence, in cqbcs of this nature. On the other, private individuals, with all 
their prejudices ond scorn of heathenism, might greatly ahusc the proper liberty of a Christian, 
and extend it to things to which Christianity did notallow them to extend it. 

That there was a disposition to do so among the Christians at Rome, seem9 evident from the 
tenor of chap. xiii. The cautions here are salutary for the* church in all ages ; but they were 
peculiarly needed in the age of the apostles. 

1 would add only, thaL the extension of the principles enjoined by chap. xiii. so as to make 
them imply implicit subjection to the magistrates in cases of a moral nature, where lie enjoins 
that God lias plainly forbidden, would be a gross violation of the true principles of Christianity, 
which demands of us in all such cases, “ to obey God rather than man." The apostle himseli 
was a most eminent example of exception to such a sweeping general principle of civil obedience. 
It is only when magistrates keep within the bounds of moral prescription, that obedience if a 
duly. So long os they do so, it Is better for Christians, who live under despotic governments, 
such as the Roman was, to submit even when they suffer oppression, than to revolt und be sedi¬ 
tious. Under an elective government like our own, it is their duty to assist in displacing wicked 
rulers, and to do this quietly and orderly, in the way which the law lias pointed out. Rut under such 
a government bb the Roman, where the citizen has no elective franchise, there is no remedy 
(after appeal to the reason of the magistrate, 6uch us Justin, Tertullinn and others made), Lut 
to suffer, in case of oppression, committing our cause to God, and appealing to him to vindicate 
the oppressed * 
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Nothing can be plainer, than that the subjection urged in chap. xlil. cannot be extended to 
cases where the commission of a moral evil is demanded. But with the exception of this, the 
principles here epjoined are altogether of such a nature as our holy religion demands. Certainly 
these do not demand, that we should neglect any remedy for evils of a civil nature, which is 
proper. By no means; we are bound to make use of the proper remedy, if in our power, by a 
regard to the public good. But where the government is despotic, and there is no remedy but 
rebellion, and this muy be a hazardous and bloody measure, it is better to suffer than to excite 
tumult. So thought Taul, comp. Tit. iii. 1 ; and so did Peter teach, 1 Pet. ii. 13, 17. But let 
not the advocates of despotic power urge subjection in cases where the gospel will not allow it, 
under cover of the general expressions here used. Every precept of this nature is to be inter¬ 
preted with a proper regard to the time and circumstances in which it was uttered. What these 
were in the case before us, we have seen. What the example of the apo3tle and the Saviour 
himself was, we know. We know, too, that Christianity in its very nature is love to God and 
man; that It makes all men a brotherJuxxl; it places them on the same ground as to rights and 
privileges ; It pays real deference to moral worth, aud to this only. It acknowledges no right in 
one to oppress another ; admits of no *' Jew or Greek, Barbarian or Scythian, bond or free for 
it teaches that" all are one in Christ Jesus.’* It teaches true equality of rights, true spiritual 
and civil freedom. It does not, indeed, abolish all distinctions among men ; nor does it abolish 
civil governments. Far from this ; but then it decides, in its very nature, that all governments, 
and all civil orders and distinctions, should he ouly for the publio good. It admits no divine- 
right of one man to be lord over another; it is at open and eternal war with all the mere claims of 
birth, and pride, and oppression. The universal good, the equal rights, the peaceful state of man, 
Is tlic object at which it aims; and whatever is incompatible with these, is incompatible with the 
fundamental principles of the great “ law of liberty and love." 

But all this may be allowed (and contradicted it cannot be with reason), and yet it may be 
true at the same time, that Christians, situated as the Romans were in Paul’s time, are required 
to yield peaceful submission to magistrates, whether Christian or heathen, in nil things where the 
command of God does not directly forbid it. What the world ought to be, what it would be if 
all men were Christians indeed, is one thing ; what the world is, and what is the present duty 
Of Christians in such circumstances, is another and different thing. 

In a word, the spirit of the precepts in Rom. xiii. is to be regarded as a rule for all ages and 
nations, so long as circumstances shall be like those which then existed. And even when these 
oirc urns tan cea alter, and magistrates become really Christian, it must then be true in a still more 
eminent degree, that quiet and peaceful obedience in all lawful things will be a duty. 


(1) Tlatfa .... vvrorattatM, let every soul be subject to the supreme 
magistracies . IIa<ra is Hebraism, like every one> each 

one: —' Tmgvxpbmts means pre-eminent^ supreme; i. e ., in this case, 
the civil magistracy or power of civil rulers. 

Ou yag . . . i/ffiv, for there is no magistracy unless by divine per¬ 
mission; and the existing [magistrates] are of God's appointment. 
fag stands before a reason why they should be subject to the civil 
magistracy. The apostle intends to reconcile Christians to the idea 
of civil obedience, on the ground that obeying the magistrate is in 
accordance with the command of God. All magistrates are by his 
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permission; and even when they are oppressive, the Christian is 
b6und to regard them (so he should regard other evils), as existing 
by divine permission, and to bow submissive in all cases where direct 
disobedience to God is not demanded by them. Such a view of the 
subject is greatly adapted to satisfy the mind of a Christian, when he 
feels galled with the yoke of oppression. u The powers that be are 
ordained of God;” and they should be submitted to, therefore, on the 
same ground that we take, when we urge acquiescence in other afflic¬ 
tive dispensations of an overruling Power. The only exception is 
that above-mentioned. 

(2) "n <fre . . . av&saT7}X(v t so that he xoho resists the magistracy , 
resists the commandment of God . The reason of this is, that as God 
has required obedience to the magistrate (in the sense before stated), 
so he who refuses to yield this, is disobedient to the divine com¬ 
mand. 

Ot 5s • . • Xq-^ovrat, and they who resist, shall receive punishment 
for themselves. KgTf&a is often used in the sense of punishment; 
e.g., Rom. iii. 8. 1 Cor. xi. 29. Gal. v. 10. LTim. v. 12, et alibi.— 
'Eauroft, is here the Dativus incommodi , as the grammarians say : 
see N. Test. Grammar, § 104. 2. Note 1. The meaning is, that those 
who are seditious, i. e ., make resistance against the civil government, 
will be brought to punishment, and that deservedly. 

(3) O/ ya% . . . xaxoov, for rulers are not a terror to good works, 
hut to evil. This clause shows what sort of rulers Paul expected 
Christians to obey, and how far obedience was a duty, viz., such 
rulers as protect the good, and repress the evil ; and while they do 
this, there can be no question as to the duty of obeying them. But 
suppose the reverse, i. e ., suppose that they protect evil-doing and 
forbid good works, then Paul’s own conduct shows what other Chris¬ 
tians ought to do.— <&oj3o; here is abstract for concrete, i. e ., <p6fio; for 

©iXe/j 5s ... . i^oveiav; and wilt thou 7iot fear the magistracy ? 
That is, since the ruler is terrible to evil-doers, wilt thou not be 
afraid to do evil?—Ti uyvMv . . . aurSjc, do good, and thou shall 
have praise for it, i. e., yield obedience to the civil power, and you 
shall obtain from it the commendation of being a peaceful and obe¬ 
dient citizen. 

(4) 0eoy ya% . . . ayaQov, for it is an instrument in the hands of 
God , to promote thy good . That is, civil government is of divine 
appointment, and it is designed to be an instrument of good to those 
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who do well. 2 oi tig rb dyaQov, for thy good , where ect is the Dativus 
commodi . The ydg stands before a reason or ground why they might 
expect tvouvog for doing well. 

’Eiv fig . . . <po>3oj t hut if thou doest evil, fear; i. e., if thou art 
refractory and disobedient to the civil magistracy, thou hast reason 
to fear the consequences.— Ou yuo . . . •xodacovn, for he heareth the sword 
not in vain; but he is God's minister, punishing the evil-doer ♦ The 
sword is here the emblem of punishment. ©soD didxovog, a minister or 
instrument of God’s appointment, or one whom his providence has 
raised up or permitted to exist. “Rxdixog tig ogyqv, exercens judicium 
ad poenam, judging , condemning to punishment .—T3 ‘/rgaccovn, the 
Dative of “ the person to or for whom any thing is, or is done.” 

(5) Aid . . . avvudqciv, therefore we ought to yield subjection, not 
because of indignation only, but also for conscience * sake; i. e., we 
should do our duty not merely in order to shun the evils of a differ¬ 
ent course, but w r c ought to do it from a conscientious regard to the 
obligation under which we are. 

(G) A /d rouro .... rtXtht, on this very account also pay tribute 
Aid tojto , i. e., for the sake of conscience, as well as to avoid civil 
penalties. Tag illustrantis, standing in a clause added for the sake 
of further illustrating and confirming the subject under consideration. 
It is difficult to make out a proper causal meaning for yag in this 
case ; because did rouro itself designates such a meaning. Why may 
we not consider did rouro ydg as an intensive causal formula, not un¬ 
like ivttdrimg, &c. ? I have so rendered it, viz., on this very account . 
Kai, also , denoting not only an additional circumstance, but also be- 
ing affirmative, xai (popovg rtXtTrt, ye should also pay tribute, or ye 
should pay tribute as well as yield obedience in other things. TsXeTre 
I take as in the Imperative. 

A sirougyoi . . . 'irgoaxaorEPovvrEg, for they are ministers of God, who 
attend to this matter; i, e they are God’s ministers or instruments, 
in the same sense as the magistracy above mentioned. God who has 
ordained that there should he a civil magistracy, has also ordained, 
us a means of supporting it, that there should be tribute, custom, 
taxes. Let the Christian pay these cheerfully; and even when they 
arc oppressive, let him submit on the same ground as lie docs to other 
evils, i. e., until a proper and lawful remedy for the oppression can 
be found, n^oexa gr-oouvrsg indicates habitual and persevering attention 
to any thing; ns much as to say, Whose proper official business it is 
to attend to this matter. 
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(7) 'Axcdort x. r. X. f render to all men what, is dae y on the ground 
and spirit of such precepts.— ftogov means properly a tax , either on 
persons or on land; or rather, in the present case, both of these 
together. TsXog answers to our present term custom , i. e. y a tax on 
goods, wares, merchandize, &c. In respect to pb(3ov, comp, verse 4 
above. The meaning of the apostle is, that we should stand in awe 
of those who wear the sword of civil justice, viz., that we should fear 
them in such a sense as to deter us from sedition and civil disobe¬ 
dience. Tt/MTj commonly means the respect which one pays to his 
equals in rank. But here it means the respect to be paid to the 
magistracy; comp. 1 Pet. ii. 17. rbv (3a<ji\ea Ttfian. The construction 
rw tIv pogov is elliptical. If we may supply it from the sense of the 
context it would seem to be: rti rbv pogov \bit unairi ft], or some equi¬ 
valent expression; and so of rfi rb reXoc. 

(8) From these precepts with respect to magistrates, and the ren¬ 
dering to them of what is due on the ground of our civil obligations, 
the apostle makes an easy transition to our duty in general with 
respect to the subjects of debts. MqdsW . . ayarrcjlv, owe no man any 
thing , except to love one another; z. e. y scrupulously pay off all debts 
of whatever nature, and to whomsoever they may be due ; except, as 
I may say, the debt of love, which is such that it can never be paid 
in the discharge of it. An animated and very expressive description 
of the extent to which the obligation of benevolence reaches! A debt 
of this nature is not like a pecuniary one, which, by the payment of 
a certain sum, is fully and finally extinguished. The debt of love is 
only renewed by payments ever so ample. In its own nature it i? 
inextinguishable; for, as Augustine says: Nec cum redditur amitti- 
tur, sed potius reddendo multiplicatur; Ep. 62, ad Ccelest. But some 
commentators take 6pti\trti n the Indie, and construe the phrase thus: 
‘ Ye have no debt but that of love, etc.;’ t. e., true benevolence will 
lead you to a proper discharge of all your relative duties. I do not 
think this sense to be so striking as the other. 

‘O yag ayairuv . . • -7T£<7rX^5ox(, for he who loves another , fuljils the 
law. Tug illustrantis , z*. c. y it stands here in a clause designed to show 
that the debt of love is one which is always due. But how does the 
apostle intend to illustrate this? The answer is, by showing that 
the law of God demands love to our neighbour, and this is admitted 
to be of perpetual obligation; consequently the duty which it do 
mands, must also be perpetual. 
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(9) He proceeds to show, that the sum of the moral law is con¬ 
tained in the precept to love our neighbour . 

Tb ydg introduces the proof, from the law, of the position which 
he had just laid down. rdg therefore is prefixed here to a clause 
illustrative of the one which immediately precedes; as it stands in ' 
the preceding clause, because it is illustrative of another which goes 
before it. The ro here is the article prefixed before a quotation or \ 
citation, introduced as such ; comp. Luke ix. 46, r b t rig dv tin 
auruiv’j Luke xxii. 2, rh t vug av tXcotfiv aurov. See also Acts iv. 21. 
xxii. 30. xxvii. 4, 9. Luke i. 62. 1 Cor. iv. C. Rom. viii. 26. 1 Thess. 
iv. 1. Mark ix. 23. Gal. iv. 25, rb yap” Ayag 2/va ogog ear/, for the or this 
Hagar means mount Sinai. See N. Test. Gramm. § 93. 9. 

Ou pbiyibrng x. r. X. All these commands proceed from the law of 
love. By committing any one of the crimes here named, a man sins 
against the good of his neighbour, and therefore against the precept 
which requires him to love his neighbour as himself—05 ^euSo/Aa^ru- 
in the common text, is of doubtful authority, or rather it is 
probably adjectitious. It is not important to the general meaning of 
the passage, whether it be inserted or omitted .—Kui e/ rig is not meant 
to express a doubt whether there be any other commandment, but 
only to say; ( Whatever other commandment there may be,’ viz., 
whatever command respecting our relative duties. 

* Ev rour(fj r<fj \6yp, in this saying or declaration .— *Ev :w, viz., i* 
rip \6yif), i . e. } in the declaration which follows.—*A yavr^sag x. r. a., 
seems to be quoted from Lev. xix. 18, thou shall 

love thy neighbour as thyself. In this one sentence the apostle 
affirms the whole essence of the relative moral law to be contain¬ 
ed ; and it is indeed so. Suppose now that every man on earth should 
really and truly and as highly regard his neighbour’s happiness as 
his own; then all injustice, fraud, oppression, and injury of every 
kind, would at once cease, and a universal fulfilment of our obliga¬ 
tion to others would be the consequence.— nx^ovov is itself an 
adverb ; but it is here employed as an indeclinable noun in the Acc. 
case, and having the masc. article before it. So the Greeks frequently 
employed adverbs. The pronoun tavrov is here referred to the second 
person singular, It may designate either the 1st, 2nd, or 3rd per¬ 
son, by the usage of both classic and N. Test, writers. Sec Lex. on 

iavroi I. 

(10) Tl dydvr\ . . . ay dvr}, love wovketh no ill to its neighbour; 

love then is the fulfilling of the law. That is, he who loyes his neigh- 
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bour as himself, will designedly do him no harm or injury. n>.^w/xa 
seems here to be of ihc same meaning as *rXfc<w<r/;; and so in Gal. iv. 4. 
Eph. i. 10. So Philo de Abr. p. 387, rA^ai/xa roZ yoLvt* y; so ir/.r, 0 M<u; 
ruv 7 ,’tUw, Ezclc. v. 2. Dan. x. 3. The fulfilling of the law is the 
completing what the law demands, the filling up the measure of its 
requisitions. The meaning plainly is, the fulfilling of the law which 
has respect to our relative duties; comp. Gal. v. 14. James ii. 8. 
Matt. xxii. 39, 40. 1 Tim. i. 5. What the apostle designs to teach 
is : 1 Love, such as the law demands, will lead us always to seek our 
neighbour’s good, and so to be always paying the debt of benevo¬ 
lence, yet never paying it off.’ 

(11) Ka; roZra, i. e., xai roZro tfoteTre, do this , viz., all of which he had 
been exhorting them to do. K a} roZro is explained by Theodoret as 
meaning, xal /idXiaru ,; which gives the sense very well. 

E l&orsg rev xatgov, considering the time , or taking cognizance of the 
time , or (taking the participles as causal , which is often the case, New 
Test. Gramm. § 140. 7) since* or because ye know , &c. comp, 
in Acts xxiii. 5. K clipov I understand to mean the gospel-time which 
had already come. The apostle considers the commencement of this, 
which had already taken place, as the beginning of a glorious day, 
the dawning of the Sun of righteousness with healing in his beams. 
A state of sin and ignorance is a state of darkness ; and out of such a 
state Christians are brought, that they may see the light; comp. Eph. 
v. 8, 11. John iii. 19—-21. 1 Pet. ii. 9. 

”Ort cZea . . . ixnJrvjffa/iiv, that it is now time to awake out f sleep, 
for now is our salvation nearer than when we believed . That is, 
the commencement of the Christian dispensation, and the beginning 
of light in your own souls, call for corresponding efforts and ac¬ 
tivity. The image of awaking out of sleep is often used, in order 
to designate the rousing up from a state of comparative inaction, to 
one of strenuous effort; comp. Eph. v. 14.* 1 Cor. xv. 34. 1 Tlnss. 
v. 6. 

But what is the curr^a, which is nearer than when Christians at 
Pome first believed? Tholuck, and most of the late commenta¬ 
tors in Germany, suppose that the apostle expected the speedy advent 
of Christ upon earth a second time, when the day of glory to the 
church would commence. Accordingly, they represent him as here 
and elsewhere exhorting Christians to be on the alert, constantly ex¬ 
pecting the approach of such a day. In support of this view, Tho¬ 
luck appeals to Phil. iv. 5. 1 Thess. v. 2, 6. Rev, xxii. 12. Such views 
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rind such a mode of representation seems at present to be widely dif¬ 
fused in Germany and to be held even by those who are for the most 
part strenuous defenders of the inspiration of the apostles. But how 
the words of the apostles, when thus construed, can be made con¬ 
sistent with themselves (not to speak of other difficulties arising from 
the consideration that they were inspired), is more than I am able to 
see. The very passage referred to, in the first epistle to the church 
at Thessalonica, was understood by the Thcssalonians in the same 
manner as Tholuck and others understand it; but this interpretation 
was formally and strenuously corrected in 2 Thcss. ii. Is it not 
enough that Paul has explained Ins own words? Who can safely 
venture to give them a meaning different from what lie gives?—Then 
as to Rev. xxii. 12, how is it possible that the writer who had just 
made an end of predicting a long series of events that should happen 
before the day of glory , one of which is to occupy a thousand years, 
can be supposed to have believed that all this was to take place 
during that very generation in which he lived? 

I only add here (for this is not the place to enter into a long dis¬ 
cussion), that it is incredible that the apostles, if enlightened by su¬ 
pernatural influence, should not have been taught better than to lead 
the whole Christian church to a vain and false hope about the appear¬ 
ance of Christ; which, when frustrated by time and experience, would 
lead of course to general distrust in all their declarations and hopes. 
As the usus loquendi does not demand such an exegesis (see in Flattii 
Opuscula y Diss. de vaoovaicc Kug/W) ; as the nature of the apostle’s 
knowledge and mission does not allow it; and as Paul has expressly 
contradicted it in 2 Thess. ii.; so I cannot admit it here, without 
obtaining different views from those which I am now constrained to 
entertain. 

I must, therefore, refer <rwr»jg/« to the spiritual salvation which 
believers were to experience, when transferred to the world of ever¬ 
lasting light and glory. And so construed, the exhortation of Paul 
amounts to this : { Christian brethren, we have been brought out of 
darkness into marvellous light; let us act in a manner that corresponds 
with our condition. We are hastening to our retribution; every day 
brings us nearer to it; and in prospect of the reward which now 
almost appears in sight, as we approach the goal of human life, let 
us act with renewed effort as duty requires/ So Chrysostom. 

(12) *H . . tyyixe, the night is advanced , the day is at hand; 
i repetition of a part of the idea contained in the preceding verse. 
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is the time of ignorance and darkness in which they had once 
been. The apostle says : 4 This is nearly gone,’ i. e ., they had now 
come as it were to the confines of eternal day, or of a more perfect 
knowledge of divine things. It behoved them, therefore, to rouse 
up all their energies, and to act in a manner congruous with their 
condition and obligations. 

' ArrcjO'Jj/ttOa . . . purls, let us put away then the works of darkness , 
and put on the armour of light; u e ., let us reject such things as we 
were accustomed to do while in a state of darkness ; and let us arise 
to combat all our spiritual foes, by girding on the armour of light, 
that is, by living and acting in such a manner as becomes those who 
are the sons of light. 

(13) 'nj . . . •7rs£t‘7rar7i<fu/j,£v, let us walk in a becoming manner , as by 
day; i. e. } let us live as it becomes those who enjoy the light, to 
whom the path of duty is made plain, and on whom the eyes of men 
are fixed in order to watch their demeanour. Let us carefully guard 
against their being able to discern in us any matter of reproach. 

I take here to be the Dat. conditienis , i. e ., to designate 
the circumstance that they have now to act as those who have day¬ 
light to guide their actions. 

M?) xuiLotg .... not in revelling and drunkenness , not in 

chambering and wantomiess , not in strife and bittei' envy . The apostle 
here mentions some of those sins which were most usually committed 
during the night season. 

(14) ’AXV . . . Xpurrov, but put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ; i. g., 
imitate him, which is the usual sense of the Greek hoveaffOai nva; or 
perhaps it here means, like the Hebrew &? 1 ?, to be filled with , and so 
the idea is: Be filled with a Christian epirit, abound in it; “let 
Christ dwell in you richly.” — K al rr,g aagxhg . . . ccr#du/Aias, and make 
no provision for the flesh , in respect to its lusts . Trig ciagxbg rpomav 
means provision for the sake of the flesh , i. e in order to gratify its 
lusts, as tig iwtOv/iiag explains it. Such a latitude in regard to the use 
of the Genitive is common ; see New Test. Gramm. § 99. So Rom. 
viii. 32, o-g 6j3a.roL spayr^ sheep destined for the slaughter; comp. Phil, 
i 22. John v. 29. vii. 35, Matt. iv. 15. x. 5. &c. 
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CHAP. XIV. 1—23. 


The apostle haring given so many precepts for the sake of caution and restraint upon the 
Jewish part of the church at Rome (on whom he doubtless had hiB eye when he was writing 
chap, xiil.), he now turns to the Gentile part, and gives them some salutary cautions with re¬ 
spect to their demeanour towards their Jewish brethren. The Jews, at this time, cherished a 
deep abhorrence of idolatry; and every thing which pertained to idol worship they avoided with 
great Holicitude. It is no wonder, therefore, that we find among them, even when transplanted 
into the Christian church, men who abstained from all flesh, lest they should eat that^whicli had 
been offered to idols. It is to be remembered, that (holocausts excepted) only a part of the flesh 
of slain beasts was consumed by fire; the rest was reserved for the priests or the offerer, and 
frequently came to the market for sale. Now a man who ate meats without distinction, that 
had been obtained at the market, might eat that which had been offered to idols. The Jew 
shuddered at this, lest he should be defiled; and the Christian Jew could not at once divest him¬ 
self of such a feeling. 

Clement of Alexandria and Augustine, however, interpret the chapter before us as Laving 
reference only to scrupulousness about meat that had actually been offered to idols, and not 
meat in general. But ver. 2 seems to make against this opinion. Accordingly, Chrysostom, 
Origen, Theodoret, Jerome, and most modern commentators suppose, that the scrupulousness in 
question extended to all kinds of meat, or at least to all winch was sold in the public market?, 
A comparison of the present chapter with 1 Cor. viii., would seem to afford confirmation of this 
opinion. It would also seem to establish the idea, that the scruples in question (about the eating 
of meat) arose from the circumstance, that meats which had been presented at the temples of 
idol?, often came into the markets for sale (1 Cor. x. 25—28), and in consequence of Lliis, it wus 
bo difficult to distinguish lawful meats from unlawful ones, that it was duty rather to forego the 
use of meats, than to incur the danger of eating those which were polluted. 

In regard to this last point, however, no less critics than Koppe and Eichhorn have main¬ 
tained, that the Christians whom Paul has in view here, were a species of Essenes, such as tho 
Greeks called itr*rjT<«, ascetics, i. e., those who practised peculiar self-denial a? to food and drink, 
nnd subjected themselves to various penances and mortifications of the flesh, in order that they 
might attain to a more pure and elevated state of devotion and piety. That a sect of this kind, 
viz., the Essenes, existed among the Jews at this time, is well known from the testimonies of 
Philo and Josephus. But besides the Essenes, there were others among the Jews who prac 
Used abstinence from meat. Josephus speaks of one Bnnus who lived in solitude on fruits and 
plants, and with whom he spent three years, living in the like manner. So also he mentions priests, 
who were accused of some slight fault in regard to the Roman government in Judea, and were 
sent to Rome for trial, who lived on figs and nuts. Vita Josephi, §5 2, 3. There were also, among 
the Greeks, many Pythagoreans of the newly reviving school of this philosopher, who pursued a 
like course of life with regard to food. Similar to those classes of men, In respect to their mode 
of sustenance, are some Christians mentioned by Origen (cont. Celsum, V. 43), who lived in his 
time. So in Chmmea Apostol. (L.), the like class of men is mentioned. 

But although it is plain that there were classes of men at the time when the npostlc wrote, who 
practised the ascetic mode of life which Rom. xlv. contemplates ; yet it does not seem probable 
that such nscetics as have Just been mentioned, were the ones whom the apostle here intends to 
describe. Every one who reads the history of the nscetics of this class, knows, thnt in every 
country where they have made their appearance, they have usually obtained for themselves great 
credit and influence, on the ground of their supposed extraordinary sanctity. As was very 
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natuml, they took to themaelves great credit on this account, and looked down with 
pity or contempt on those, who declined to pursue the courfm of self-denial which they had 
adopted. Of course we should expect the apostle, if he were here addressing men of this class, 
to attack their pride and vain glory, as he does very strenuously in Col. ii. 21—23. But instead 
of this, we Dud the ascetic party here to be the one which needs defending. It is the others who 
look down with contempt or disrespect ou them, and who are prone to treat them with some de¬ 
gree of scorn or neglect on account of their weakness or superstition; and therefore the apostle 
chides the others, and exhorts them to a different demeanour. It is more probable, then, that 
the whole difficulty in question was one which arose from Jewish scruples about meals and drinks 
offered to idols, in which the Jewish Christians believed that they could not partake, except at 
the expense of associating themselves with the worshippers of idols and becoming polluted. 

This is satisfactorily confirmed by ver. 5, which speaks of the distinction that these same per¬ 
sons made between days, out of respect to the laws of Moses and the customs of the Jews; comp. 
Col. ii. 1C. "We cannot reasonably doubt, therefore, that the apostle is here speaking of such 
Jewish Christians, as still cherished the feelings and views which they had entertained before 
their conversion, in regard to the distinction of meats and drinks, and the observance of fast and 
feast days. The Gentile part of the church would naturally feel no scruple in respect to such 
matters; and it would not be unnatural for them to look at tirst with wonder, and afterwards 
with disdain, on the scrupulousness of their Jewish brethren respecting such external ordinances. 
It is easy to see, that the peace of the church would thus become endangered. And in order 
to prevent this, the apostle throws his shield over his brethren in a weaker state of belief, and 
Insists upon it that others shall deal very tenderly and affectionately with 6cruples of such a na¬ 
ture, and not condemn or despise those who entertained them. This he could insist on with 
the more urgency, because their scruples were of a conscientious and sober nature, and not mere 
Whims of superstition. Accordingly, the present chapter gives precepts and principles in regard 
to things of this nature, which must be of great value to the church ot Christ, down to the end 
of time ; and on this account, we can aver, in one sense, that we rejoice in the occasion which 
called forth the expression of such views and feelings on the part of Paul. The whole constitu¬ 
tes a rule of life in regard to weaker Christian brethren, and with regard to food, drink, man¬ 
ner of living, and observance of fasts and feasts of an extraordinary nature, which is a very im¬ 
portant guide to scrupulous and tender consciences. 


(1) Tiv.... rrigru, him that is weak in his belief; L e., him who 
is not yet fully convinced or enlightened in regard to the true extent 
of Christian liberty, which pays no superstitious regard to ordin¬ 
ances of a mere external and physical nature. The article rfj here 
may betaken as being equivalent to the pronoun his which is often the 
case elsewhere; or rfj may be construed as referring to the Chris¬ 
tian belief or persuasion. Xiigrtg does not here mean saving faith in an 
appropriate and peculiar sense, but belief or 'persuasion in the more 
general sense of the term ; comp. 1 Cor. viii. 11,12.— 
receive with kindness, admit to your society or friendship ; so the verb 
Kgog\a/j,(3dvo/j,ou is used in the New Testament. It means literally to 
take to one's self; and so it is applied to taking a companion, Acts 
xvii. 5; to receiving into one’s house as a guest or a friend, Acta 
xviii. 26. xxviii. 2. Philem. vs. 12, 18. Hence, in a sense somewhat 
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more general, to receive kindly; comp. Horn. xiv. 3. xv. 7. Calov 
objects here against his Lutheran brethren, for employing this text 
to prove that Calvinists should be treated with lenity. He says that 
2 John v. 10 is the proper rule to be applied to them ! 

tig <3/£xx£/Ve/; dia’koynfjtLuv, not so as to make decisions in respect to 
his opinions. &iaxp'ceig literally signifies distinctions , decisions , dis¬ 
criminations. The meaning doubts y scruples , needs confirmation, and 
is unnecessary here. The word biaXcyns^Mv, means thoughts , opinions , 
sentiments. The main difficulty is, to make out the verb that is 
implied after the /ajj here. We may repeat <7rgo<j\a/u.f3dvec^e, and then 
the sense will be : 6 Do not receive him for the sake of making deci¬ 
sions, or so as to make decisions, of opinions or sentiments/ viz., 
opinions in respect to the subject mentioned in the sequel. Or we 
may simply supply Wr«, and then the meaning will be : i Let not 
this (viz. the reception spoken of) be such as will lead you to sit in 
judgment upon the opinions of those who are weak in the faith, in 
respect to the matter that follows.’ The construction of the verse 
is very obscure. Another exegesis not uncommon is: ‘Do not act in 
such a manner as will have a tendency to promote, rather than allay 
scrupulous thoughts (biar.fnsug bia\ayt<SfMujv) about meats, days, &c.’ 
This sense is a good one it could be fairly made out that biccxgicetg 
means scruples or doubts. As the matter stands, the other sense 
accords best with philology. 

(2) *' Os ph . . . 6 be ddiSemv. At first sight, the reader may mistake 
these formulas for distinctive antithetic pronouns. But they are not 
so. *'0£ fi£v would require 5$ be in the antithetic part (see in ver. 5); 
in the same manner as the pronominal article o jtiev requires the anti¬ 
thetic correspondent to be 6 be. But in the verse before us, the 
construction is an anacoluthon; for it begins with a pronoun and 
verb in the protasis, viz. os i^ev *larsvet %. r. and then instead of 
saying og 6s u<&e\e7 } Paul makes use of the article and a participle, 
viz. 6 6s da^evuv. Here then is a real anacoluihon y i. e. } the structure 
with which the sentence is commenced, is not carried on but ex¬ 
changed for another. The fi'ev with os has simply a decretive power 
in respect to og, which is sufficiently marked in our English one. The 
be in the next clause is adversative or antithetic as to the sentiment, 
and is to be translated but. 

lldvra ngrees with figupara understood, comp, verse 15, but (3gu>ju,a 
is not confined merely to the sense of meat; it means any thing eat¬ 
able, any food . <&ayt?v is the second Aorist here, from the obsolete 
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\pdyu; but it is usually ranged, in the lexicons, under the root eoS/w. 
TIic circumflex accent shows it to be the 2nd Aorist. 

' O 3s . ... I dAht, but he who is weak eateth herbs ; i. e., 6 atfOsvii/ h 
iritrei, comp. vcr. 1, lie who is scrupulous about distinction of meats, 
&c. refrains from meat sold in the markets lest he should eat that 
which is offered to idols, lie prefers to live on vegetables (Aa^ava), 
rather than subject himself to this danger. After sa^ht the word 
/aovov is implied. 

(3) 'O iob/wv .... xgivsru, let not him who eateth , despise him who 
eateth not ; nor him who eateth not , condemn him who eateth. Ka/ 
nor , like the Hebrew \ before a second member of the sentence in 
which the first member has a negative particle. The English con¬ 
struction demands not .... nor, in order to render the sense of the 
Greek. Kg/««, in the sense of condemn , is frequent in the New 
Testament; as any of the lexicons will show. The sentiment is : 
* lie who is freed from any scruples about distinction of meats, 
should not exercise an uncharitable and condemning spirit towards 
him who still entertains such scruples.* The reason is subjoined : 

'O . . <xgo<«X<*/3ero ( for God has accepted him, i, e ., received him 
into his redeemed family, and admitted him to its privileges: comp. 
<k goffXa/A/SccMffSc in ver. 1 .—Avrov in this case must be generic, as it in¬ 
cludes both him who eateth, and him who eateth not. 

(4) 2i) rig . . . oixtrw; If ho art thou that condemnest the servant of 
another f That is, such a one as is favourably accepted of God, and 
is his servant and not yours, how can you claim the right of exercis¬ 
ing severity towards him, in respect to his scruples of conscience ? 
2u is here properly the Nominative absolute, and applies to any in¬ 
dividual of cither party. It may be construed as Nominative after 
tJ, but the other construction seems to be the true one. It is like 
the Hebrew D'Dri [as to] God, his way is perfect. 

Tp tditp . . . irtorft, by his own master he standeth or falleth . The 
word ariyKu here has afforded no small room for discussion among 
critics. But those who give it the sense of acting uprightly, and 
xfaru the sense of being delinquent , do not seem to me to consult the 
context. The apostle says to those who were freed from scruples 
about food : ‘ Brethren, do not be severe in condemning those who 
differ from you in opinion with respect to this point, lours is 
not the prerogative to judge in this case; it is God w ho will acquit 
or condemn ; they are accountable only in such a matter. Srrxco 
is not a classical word, but is formed, by the later Greek, from 
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the Perfect etrrjxa, the \ being dropped. Its meaning here is, to 
stand fast or firm in a secondary sense, i. e ., to hold good one’s place 
at a time of trial, to remain firm and secure. So Psalm i. 5, 41 The 
ungodly shall not stand in judgment i. e., shall not be able to 
remain firm and safe. So the opposite term (tt/V™) would also lead 
us to judge. To fall , means, in this case, to be condemned , to be 
insecure , to be subjected to condemnation or punishment; exactly as 
we say in English, of a man on trial for crime and condemned, he 
teas cast at the trial, he failed, eireffe. The Dative rip idly r.vfiy, is 
here the Dative of relation ; oomp. xii. 10, eeq. on this Dative, and 
New Test. Gramm. 106. 1. The strict rendering ad sensum would 
be : In relation to his own master lte is subject to a sentence of con¬ 
demnation or acquittal; L e., before the tribunal of another he can¬ 
not be arraigned in respect to his scrupulous conscience, for it is only 
his own master who can call him to an account as to this matter. 

2ra0y<rtrai . . . aurov , and he shall be established, for God is able to 
establish him; i . e ., he shall stand in the judgment of his conduct in 
reference to this matter, for God is able to acquit him, or God has 
the power and right of acquitting him, although you should condemn 
him. 

(5) “Of fih • . . one esteemeth one dap more than another; 

i. e he makes a distinction between days, regarding one as more 
sacred than another. Kg/vn here has a very different sense from 
that which it conveys in the preceding verse, and is employed in a 
kind of paronomasiac way; it means estimates , regards , deems : 
comp. Acts xiii. 4G. xvi. 15. xxvi. 8. Pom. iii. 7. 1 Cor. ii. 2. Joseph. 
Antiq. Jud. IV. 8, 2, xpOelqre evdai/noveeraroi, ye shall be deemed most 
fortunate . In respect to iru^a, in the sense of more than, above, see 
lexicon. 

"Og 5s . . . ijfiegav, another esteemeth every day, z. e., makes no dis¬ 
tinction between days, regards all days alike. The fiev and joined 
with of in the two clauses, serve merely the purpose of antithetic dis¬ 
tinction as to the pronouns.—"Exatfroj . . * vXijgopoge/ffOu, let every one 
be fully persuaded in his own mind; i. e ., let each one act conscien¬ 
tiously in respect to this matter, according to the real persuasion or 
belief of his own mind, so as not to violate his conscience in observ¬ 
ing, or neglecting to observe, particular days in a special manner. 

Whether the apostle means to include the Sabbath, or rather the 
Lords day, under what he says here of the special observance of 
particular days, has been called in question by not a few distin- 
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guished commentators and divines. It is well known, that in the 
early ages of the church a distinction was madebetw r een Sabbath and 
Lord's day. The former was the Jewish weekly Sabbath, i. e., the 
seventh day of the week. It embraced also the occasional fasts and 
feasts prescribed by the Mosaic law; comp. Col. ii. Hi. Gal. iv. 10. 
Such was the Jewish use of the word GafificLrov. But the early 
Christians, in order to distinguish this from the first day of the v T eek, 
on which they held their religious assemblies of worship (1 Cor. xvi. 
2. Acts xx. 7), called the first day jjaega Kup/ou ( Lord's day). Rev. i. 
10. Of this distinction there is clear evidence in the writings of the 
ecclesiastical fathers. That it was very early made, even in apostolic 
times, is sufficiently evident from comparing Col. ii. 16 and Rev. i. 10. 

The question whether Rom. xiv. 5 has respect to the hi^oct Kvyou 
as well as the <sdfii$ara of the Jews, is more difficult of decision than 
some may at first suppose ; because there is nothing in the context 
which furnishes any certain clue to the meaning of jj/Msoa here. But 
if we may venture to compare Col. ii. 16 and Gal. iv. 10 with the 
passage here (and it does seem to me that the two passages manifestly 
have relation to the same usages and prejudices in the church), then 
we may draw the conclusion pretty clearly, that yasga here relates to 
days which the scruples of Jewish Christians deemed sacred, and has 
no relation to the fifiega Ku^/ou which all agreed to keep holy. 

(6) 'O tpeovuv . . . ou (ppovz?, he iv ho regards the day , regards it to 
[the honouring of] the Lord; and he who regards not the day for 
[the honouring of] the Lord , he doth not regard it. That is, he 
who makes the distinction in question between days, does so because 
he believes that God has required it, and he keeps such days sacred 
in order to honour him ; but he who does not make these distinctions, 
refrains from doing it because he thinks that duty to God requires 
him to refrain, inasmuch as God does not require these days to be 
kept holy. Kyp/w is the Dativus commodi . 

' O (j.ri ppovwv... oy potvE/’is omitted in A., B., C-, D., E., F., G.; 
23., 57., 67.; -ZEth., Copt., Vulg., Ital.; Rufi, Ambrosiast., Pel., 
Aug., Hieron.; and neglected by Erasmus and Mill. Still, the con¬ 
text seems so to require it, that it is now generally admitted. 

Kal 6 iadluv . . . ©=£>, likewise he who eats , eats [to the honouring 
of] the Lord, for he gives God thanks; i . e ., he who eats food with¬ 
out any scrupulous distinctions, does this with a regard to the com¬ 
mands of God, and is thankful to God for the blessings bestowed upon 
him, viz., the privilege of enjoying his food without the troublesome 
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distinction of clean and unclean, rdg stands before the reason why 
he eats in honour of the Lord. 

Ka/ 6 fill eaQlciiv, . . . ©ew, and he who eats not, for [the honouring] of 
the Lord he eats not , and gives God thanks . That is, he refrains 
from certain kinds of food, from a design to obey the commands of 
God; and for the light which is imparted to him (as he suppoees) 
with respect to making such a distinction in food, he is grateful. 
Flatt thinks this should be turned thus : 6 For the little which 
he does enjoy, he is thankful to God.* But then this little would 
be what he eats; whereas, lie who does not eat, is here represented 
as thankful—for what? The not eating must be the answer; and 
this, in the sense above given. 

(7) Ovdtig ydg . . . Zf\ for none of us lives to himself; i. e ., none of 
us, who behaves himself as a Christian, can live only for his own 
pleasure, or to obey his own inclinations. The apostle seems here 
to take it for granted, that those who made distinctions between 
food, and those who did not, aimed to honour God by this, because 
they stood pledged to be entirely devoted to his service and glory. 
—zijv n'vi to live devoted to any person or thing , to accommodate all 
our actions and desires to his wishes; comp. Luke xx. 38. Bom. vi. 
10, 11. Gal. ii. 19.—The ydo at the beginning of the verse, intro¬ 
duces a general reason for what he had just affirmed. 

Kai olhiig savrfi a'xtftvricxEt, and none of us dieth to himself; L e in 
life and death wc are the Lord’s, we are bound to glorify him in all 
that we do. That the phrase oudsl; tavrp d.'roSvrisxsi means, we are 
the Lord’s whether in life or in death, i. e,, in the state of the dead, 
viz., in the present and future world, seems clear from comparing 
verses 8, 9. 

(8) y Edv t 6. . . d'Tcftvjjtfxayxev, for whether we live, we live to the Lord , 
and whether we die , we die to the Lord; i. e>, whether in a state of 
life or death (comp. v. 9), we belong to the Lord, we are bound to 
glorify him. The yd% in this case is introductory to a clause illus¬ 
trating and confirming the preceding declaration.—The phrases edv 
re . . edv re show tlie mutual connection of both, and their relation 
in common to something else; which here is rw xi/£/w £?jvor 
respectively. The nicer shades of re . . . xa/, or (as here) re. . . re, it 
is impossible to imitate in our language. 

’E dv tb . . . ea/ilv, whether we live , then, or die , we are the lord's; 
?*. e., whether wc exist in the present world, or in another, viz., the 
world of the dead, we belong to the Lord, i. e., to Christ. That 

2 L 
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Lord does mean Christ here, ver. 9 makes certain. That the apostle 
means, moreover, by and d^o^vfiaxu/jb^v, to describe not the act of 
living and dying, but the state of the living and the jlead, there can 
be no reasonable doubt, after consulting verse 9. In other words : 
f We, in the state of the living and in the state of the dead, i. e ., wc 
of the present or of the future world, are Christ’s ; he is our Lord, 
both here and hereafter.—And this being the case, all judgment 
mu 9 t be committed to him. 

(9) E/’c touto ydg . . . xvgiivff7} f for Christ Loth died and revived , for 

the very purpose that he might be Lord of the dead and the living. 
There is much discrepancy of readings here. The first xai before 
dzfouvt is rejected by many uncial and other MSS. and ancient ver¬ 
sions : also by Griesbach, Lachmann, and Reiche. The word 
aveorrij rose , which is in the text us rece.pl us, and also in some ancient 
MSS., versions, and fathers, is rejected on good grounds by Dr. 
Knapp and all recent critics. It seems to have come from the mar¬ 
gin, where \t was written as a gloss or explanation of sfytrs. In re¬ 
gard to which here has the sense of reviving, coming to life, 

and not simply of living (which has seemed to perplex some com¬ 
mentators), one needs for his satisfaction, only to compare Matt. ix. 
18. John v. 25. xi. 25. Acts i. 8. xxv. 15, et alibi. In relation to 
the sentiment here expressed, viz., that Christ suffered and rose, or 
in other words, that he u took on him our nature, and became obe¬ 
dient unto death,” in order that he might be Lord of all, the reader 
inay compare Phil. ii. 5—11, John xvii. 4, 5. Ileh. ii. 9, 10. xii. 2. 
The apostle means to say, not that universal dominion was the prin¬ 
cipal object of Christ’s death, but that this was a fruit or consequence 
of it, and indeed one of the ends which the Saviour had in view, 
because it was necessary for the accomplishment of his benevolent 
purposes.—To be Lord of the dead and of the living , is that he should 
be supreme ruler over the present world and the world of spirits; 
for the living and the dead make up all the human race.—The supre¬ 
macy of Christ, and his absolute property in all Christians, living 
or dead, is fully asserted and implied in vers. 0—9. 

(10) 2u <$e . . . cou ; a ?id thou, why dost thou condemn thy brother? 
is the Nom. absolute, as in verse 4 above. As, but in this case; 

for the sentiment is adversative. T/ xoivug, why dost thou censure 
thy brother for his weak and scrupulous conscience? 

"H xai ov . . . oov, lit. or ev<n thou , why dost thou despise thy brother? 
Ka l et, is emphatic, ov being in the Nom. absolute as before. To 
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despise here means to regard with feelings of contempt brethren who 
have scrupulous consciences, to look upon them as inferior. 

Udvrti yug .. . XgiffroZ, for ice must all stand before the judgment- 
seat of Christ; i. e. y such a brother is not amenable to you in a mat¬ 
ter of this nature ; Christ is his judge, who is the supreme judge of 
all. We must leave such matters to him ; but we should feel, at the 
same time, that we are accountable for all that wc do or say in re¬ 
spect to our Christian brethren .—Yug is prefixed to a reason given, 
why wc ought not to despise a Christian brother for his weak con¬ 
science, viz., the fact that he is accountable to Christ himself and 
not to us; as we also are accountable for our demeanour toward 
him. 

(11) Yeyociwrat ydo y where yag is prefixed to a clause introduced in 
order to confirm what immediately precedes.—Zw tyu .... ©gw, as I 
live , saith the Lord } every knee shall bow to me y and every tongue 
shall confess to God; i. e all shall acknowledge subjection to me, 
and give to me an account of their actions ; or, all are accountable 
to God as their supreme and final judge. The passage is quoted 
from Is. xlv. 23 (xlv. 23, 24 Sept.), where the Hebrew for if eyu is 

'3^ Sept, xar iyauroj 6 /av'joj, by myself do I swear . The if 
i yw of the apostle is equivalent to the of the Hebrew, which 

is altogether equivalent to So the apostle has translated 

ad sensum, not ad verbum. The on which follows, stands in the 
Septuagint after xar ejnaorov 6 /j.vjuj naturally ; in the text of Paul, 
iyu . . . on, is a constructio ad Sensum. 

(12) That the doctrine of accountability to God is contained or 
implied in this passage from the Old Testament, Paul now proceeds 
to assert. " Aga oZv . . , ©iw, every one of us } therefore , must give an 
uccounl respecting himself to God. For Xoyo;, in the sense here 
given, comp. Matt. xii. 3G. Actsxix.40. 1 Pet. iv. 5, Heb. xiii. 17. 
iv. 13. 

The apostle here reckons the appearing before the judgment-seat 
of Christ, as giving an account to God. So God is represented as 
judging the world by Christ, Acts xvii. 31. Rom. ii. 1G. “Deus et 
Christos arctissime conjuncti sunt, itnut quod dehoc dicitur, dicitar 
etiatn de illo.” 

(13) Myxeri . . xcivu/i tv, let us then no longer judge one another; i. e. y 
let us no longer do as we have done, in judging and condemning 
those who make a distinction of meats, days, &c. Since we are all 
accountable to God for every thing that we do, let us no more 
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expose ourselves to his displeasure by thus wronging a Christian 
brother. 

*A\Xd roZro . . . <fxdvda\ov, but rather come to this determination , 
not to put a stumbling-block y or an occasion of falling in the way of 
a brother. Kpitars is here taken in a sense quite different from that 
which kp/vo) /tsv conveys in the preceding clause. Kfivars here means 
determine , decide ; xpivare roZro means, make or come to this determi¬ 
nation; comp. Acts xvi. 15. xx. 16. 1 Cor. vii. 37. et alibi. The 
employment of the word again in this case, is occasioned by a kind 
of tfa 0 ov 6 jxa<r/a which is so frequent in the writings of Paul. It is ap¬ 
propriately what the rhetoricians call antanaclasis (avravdz/.aGig), 
which means the repetition of the same word in the same sentence, 
or in one closely connected, in a sense different from that which the 
word when first mentioned conveyed. 

Tw is Dativus incommodi , as the grammarians say: ttpU- 

xo/x/ia and uxuvduXov are not materially different; both mean an occa¬ 
sion or cause of stumbling. Here they are to be understood, of 
course, in a moral sense ; and the use of both words seems designed 
merely to indicate every kind of occasion for stumbling. 

(14) Olhct . . . ’iTjffoD, I know and am persuaded by the Lord Jesus; 
i. e. } I know, and know for certainty because the Lord Jesus himself 
has taught me. ’Ev xup/w, by the J^ord, for so h may be construed 
before the Dative of cause or agent. Or it .may be construed as 
designating Paul's relation to the Lord, i. e ., /, being in the Lord , am 
persuaded , Sec. The last is the more analogical meaning. 

On . . aZrou, that nothing is unclean of itself; i. e. 7 no food or 
drink in its own nature, or as it is in itself, is unclean to the Chris¬ 
tian. A/’ ai/7oZ, by itself through itself on its own account. For 
airoZ, Lachmann reads clvtqZ. The exchange of these words for each 
other in the New Test., is very frequent; and the confusion is in¬ 
creased much by the negligence of collators as to making the requi¬ 
site distinction.—t/ /xii . . . xowv, but to him who deemeth any thing 
to be unclean y it is tinclean ; i. e. y if a man believes any species of 
food or drink to be unlawful, and then partakes of it, he defiles him¬ 
self, because lie does that which he believes to be sinful. 

(15) £/ ds . . . XvrreTrai, now if thy brother is grieved because of 
meat. As continuative, note; but the sense seems to require ydo, 
and there is no doubt that 5s in some cases is employed so that it is 
equivalent to ydg ; see Passow’s Lex. <5s.— A id (3gui t ua y because thou 
cutest meat which lie regards as unclean.— Oox'sn . . . rrs^uTi?,, thou 
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walkest no longer according to what benevolence requires; i. c, y thou 
(lost violate the law of love, which would require thee to do unto 
others that which thou wouldest that others should do unto thee. 
But this thou dost not, when thou demeanest thyself in this manner. 

Mn . . . aT'&avf, destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ died . 
That a.v6W\)t means destroy , seems plain from comparing 1 Cor. viii. 
11 and verse 20 below. The word uxoWvfLt was sometimes employed 
by the Greeks in the sense of cruciare y to torment , vex; a sense 
which is possible here, but not probable. The meaning seems to be: 
£ Do not furnish an occasion of stumbling to thy brother, lest he fall 
and come into condemnation.’—' Trre^ ou X£/<rro$ axtdan seems to be 
added in order to show how very differently Christ himself acted and 
felt, with respect to Christians who are weak in faith ; and thus to 
paint, in glowing colours, the criminality of those who refused to 
imitate his spirit. 

(1G) Mj? . . . uyadov, let not your good then be evil spoken of. Ofy 
therefore , then , i. e. } since such is the case, viz., that Christ died for 
sinners, and that you are under obligation to show the spirit of simw 
lar benevolence toward your fellow Christians, you ought to demean 
yourselves in such a way, as that you will give no occasion for the 
religious liberty which you enjoy to be evil spoken of. That uyudov 
here means freedom from the yoke of bondage which the ceremonial 
law imposed, I cannot well doubt; and so Origen, Theodoret, Ben¬ 
ge], Clarius, and others understood it. But Chrysostom, Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, and others, understand by ayccOov the Christian religion 
in general. The sense would be good, if construed in this way; but 
less appropriate, however, than the meaning above given. 

(17) Ou ydg . . . ayty, for the kingdom of God is not meat and 
drink , but righteousness , and peace , and joy in the Holy Ghost . The 
yag here introduces a reason why Christians should not suffer their 
good to be evil spoken of. *H (3a<ji\eia rou 0eoD here means, the spi¬ 
ritual kingdom of God or Christ; his reign within; his moral 
dominion over the hearts of men : in a word, true Christianity. 
This docs not consist in refraining or not refraining from this or that 
food or drink ; but spiritual life consists in holy conformity to God, 
peaceful and gentle demeanour, and joy such as is imparted by the 
influences of the Holy Spirit. A truly admirable description of the 
nature of real Christianity I E/^vvj here means peace, in opposition 
to discord and contention among brethren.—' e* irvivyan ayty may be 
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applied, as a qualification, to d/xawrjtrq and tigfan as well as to x a &* 
but I prefer the construction which I have given. 

(18) 'o yd% . . . avOg'jj'Toig, for he who serceth Christ in respect to 
these things , is acceptable to God , and approved by men. The yd* 
here introduces a reason why peace and joy follow the practice of 
pure Christian principles. ’ Ev rovrois means the things before men¬ 
tioned, in regard to meats and drinks and feast days, &c. Aoki/mc, 
acceptus , gratus; the apostle means, that men will speak well of such 
a demeanour as he had commended. 

(19) M Aga cvv . , . aWqXoug, therefore let as strive after peace and 
mutual edification . Ta ryjg tiffin ... rd rr,g otKodoy, fo, are, accord¬ 
ing to a very common usage of the Greek, a periphrasis for rd ebr/s/zd, 
&C., or for the simple eigrjvri, o/zodo/tq. —T r,; ii; d/./.ip.ou;, i. c., rr t ; o'rzooo- 
{xrit (}$ dXXnXov ;.—The article is commonly supplied in this way, be¬ 
fore adjectives that follow a noun in order to qualify it, or (which 
is the same thing) before nouns with prepositions, added merely to 
qualify the preceding and principal noun; New Test. Gramm. 

§ 92. 1. 

The object of this verse is, to charge the church at Rome to de¬ 
mean themselves in such a way, with regard to the matters in dispute 
which he had touched upon, as would promote the peace of the church 
and the edification of both parties. 

(20) M?) . . . ©sou, destroy not the work of God on account of food. 
To igyov rov 0£ou may be construed as being in substance the same as 
olzobo/xr, 06ou in 1 Cor. iii. 9, and o}y.obo,ar, . . . b zveiui in Eph. ii. 21, 
and or/.odofLr,v socurou in Eph. iv. 16 ; i. e ., as meaning Christians, or a 
Christian. But possibly the writer may refer here to the internal 
work of faith, which is called eoyov ©e&D in John vi. 29. So Beiche, 
who, after Theodoret and others, construes it of faith and its conse¬ 
quences in renewing and sanctifying the soul; and appeals to 1 Cor. 
iii. 9. 1 Pet. ii. 5. John vi. 29. That the renewal and sanctifica¬ 
tion of the heart is the special reason why Christians are called 
God's building , &c. is plain; but I see no reason why the sense here 
of ioyw ©ecu may not be concrete , i. e., no reason why it may not be 
taken as including the persons in whom such a work is carried on. 
—KardXve is a verb accommodated to the figurative expression spyov 
©ecu, and means to pull down } to destroy. The meaning is : * Do not 
so demean thyself, in respect to this dispute about meats clean and 
unclean, as to cause thy weak brother to sin and to fall into condem¬ 
nation. J 
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Udvra fMsv xaQagd, all [meats] are clean; i. e. y no distinction of food 
ie to be made under the Christian dispensation. All distinctions of 
this nature made by the Levitical law are abolished. That rdvra 
agrees with implied, is clear from tvextv (3gwjuaTocof the preced¬ 

ing verse. Mev in the protasis here has aXAa in the apodosis for its 
corresponding particle, which is often the case; see Passow’s Lex. 
f lsv, 2 f.—' AXAa . . . eodiovn, they are hurtful to the ; man who eats 
so as to occasion 'stumbling thereby. ’AXAa here concedes what is 
said in the preceding clause, but stands (as it often does) before a 
clause which limits or makes exception to this general principle.— 
A/a, before a noun in the Genitive, often designates the manner in 
which a thing happens or is done; so (for example) in Luk$ viii. 4, 
bta Tafa/SoXrjs, i. (]., rragafioXixux;] Acte xv. 27, did Xoyoo, orally; 2 Cor. 
x. 11 , d# emoToXuiv, in the way of writing; Heb. xiii. 22 , bid f$ga%euv t 
briefly , &c.; sec Bretschn. in bid, c. a. But here it may seem uncertain 
at first view, whether bid <nto/A/*aro$ designates the giving of offence, 
or the taking of offence . The context shows, however, that the for¬ 
mer is the more probable; inasmuch a 6 the apostle is here plainly 
addressing those who were not weak in the faith, but believed that 
all meats were clean. What he says, then, may well be supposed 
to have reference to their actions and the effects of them. 

Kaxov here makes some difficulty. Is it subject or predicate 1 
The most facile construction seems to be, to repeat £)/*<% mentally 
from the preceding part of the verse, and to arrange the sentence 
thus: aXAa xax6\ \jcn /3gw/xa] rw x. r. X. Or kuv may be un¬ 

derstood as the subject of the sentence; or xaxov may be rendered as 
a noun = bad or evil thing , for so xaXov appears to be constructed in 
the next verse. The meaning of xax6 in this case is spiritual , not 
physical. The apostle means to say, that it is a sin when any one 
cats so as to give offence in such cases. The participle r<p esOiovn 
seems to be equivalent to the Inf. mode it0fen\ nnd it maybe rendered 
here as expressing conditionality, i. e ., if or provided that he eat , &c. 
Sec N. Test. Gram. § 140. 8 . 

(21) KaAiy , , . . d<sQtvi7, it is good not to eat flesh, nor drink ivinc, 
nor [to do any thing] whereby thy brother stumbleth , or has ground 
of offence, or is made weak. sv f is elliptical; the full expres¬ 

sion would be, /j,nbz <payeTv rj *7 rie?v ti tv x. r. X. The words 73 ffxavbaXt. 
£c rat 73 dcdtvti, arc omitted in Codd. A. C. 67, and in Syr. Arab. Copt, 
versions; also in Orig., Ruf., and Augustine. Mill and Koppe hold 
them to be a gloss or repetition of rfooxoirrii; but Reiche contends 
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against this. The sense of a aOrnT is to render incompetent , viz., in¬ 
competent to walk safely or securely. 

(22) si ... . ©sou, hast thou faith? keep it to thyself before God; 
i, e ., hast thou a belief that there ia no difference in meats (which 
is truly the case), yet deem it sufficient, in respect to this point, to 
regulate by it thy conduct in private as seen only by the eye of God. 
Do not act this out in public, when you may give needless and in¬ 
jurious offence. Utonv has a limited sense here, as in ver. 1 of the 
present chapter. 

Mcckoloios .... happy [is he], who does not condemn 

himself in respect to the thing which he allows; i. e., we may con¬ 
gratulate that man, who does not so use his Christian liberty in re¬ 
spect to food, as to bring on himself condemnation or blame by aii 
abuse of it, or by making use of it in an imprudent and inconsiderate 
manner. 

’Ey £ in this case is an example of attraction which is of an ellip¬ 
tical nature. It stands for sv ro'jru) o; which would complete the gram¬ 
matical construction. See N. Test. Gram. § 113. Kote 2. 

(23) ' O dt . . . cr trtTiuc, bid he who doubts is condemned if he eat , 
because it. is not of faith; i . e r he who doubts whether it is lawful 
for him to eat a particular kind of food, and yet eats it, is worthy of 
condemnation ; because he does this against his conscience or belief, 
or at least without au approving conscience. 

TLav 5s . . . e 6ri, and every thing that is not of faith is sinful; 
i. e., not only eating against one’s conscience or without an approv¬ 
ing conscience, is deserving of condemnation, but any thing else done 
in like manner is sinful. No man should indulge in any demeanour 
or conduct, when the lawfulness of it is to him a matter of doubt. A 
truly excellent maxim in Christian morals, and one which, if duly 
heeded by Christians, would prevent many a bitter hour of darkness 
and contrition. 


CHAP. XY. 1-33. 


Between the preceding verse nnd verse 1 of this chapter, the Cod. Alex., and 105, Codd. 
inlmisc., most of the Greek fathers, together with the Syriac and Ambie versions, insert vers. 
25—2 7 of cliap. xvi., /. e.,the close of this epistle, lienee has arisen the controversy, wild her 
the epistle properly closes with cliap. xiv. On the side of the tertus ixccptus, which pi new 
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1 lifso verges at the end of the epistle, are the Cod. Yaticnnua, 3 uncial Codd., several Codd. 
minute., and the Latin fathers. For this arrangement, also the internal evidence arising from 
the connection may be appealed to; for it seems to be quite plain, that chap. xv. is intimately 
connected with chap, xiv., iu respect to the subject of which it treats. If Paul be the author of 
the whole epistle (and the evidence appears to be very satisfactory that he is), then it would be 
somewhat singular that the passage in xvi. 25—27 should be inserted here, where there seems 
to be no special call for a doxology, and where the connection Is so close with the sequel, as it 
stands in the textus rcceptus. Flult appeals to Epli. iii. 20, In order to show that Paul is accus¬ 
tomed to introduce doxologics into the body of his epistles. He might have appealed to several 
other instances of the like nature : e. g. f Rom. i. 25. xi. 30. 2 Cor. xi. 81. Gal. I. 5. Phil. iv. 20, 

1 Tim. i. 17; but all these examples are in quite a different situation from that of the present one, 
for with one exception (1 Tim. i. 17), God is the immediately preceding subject of the writer; and 
Jn 1 Tim. i. 17, this is implied. But such Is not the case iu the instance under examination. The 
internal congruity of the passage, then, seems to be strongly against the insertion of xvi. 25—27 
in this place. And although Griesbnch lias inserted it, and Morus, Wetatein, Flult, Tholuck and 
many other critics approve of this; yet I agree most cordially with Dr. Knapp, who has decided 
more conformably, as I apprehend, to the principles of true criticism, that the order of J.he tex- 
Uts recephis is the true one. 

In the present chapter, Paul continues to exhort the church at Rome to strive after unity and 
peace. He sets before them the self-denial of Christ, vers. 3,4. lie beseeches God to give them 
the spirit of Christian unity and love, vers. 5, 6. He exhorts them to a mutual kind reception 
of ench other, ver. 7. Ho shows that the reception of Gentiles into the Christian church, h.td 
been clearly and often predicted, vers. 8—12 ; and prays God to fill them all with joy and peace, 
verse 13. He apologizes, as it were, for writing to the Church at Rome, by describing the nature 
of his office as an apostle to the Gentiles, the labours which he had performed while holding this 
office, and the affectionate desire which he had cherished of paying the church at Rome a visit, 
vers. 14—24. He describes to them the plan of his future journeys and labours, expresses his 
hope of yet visiting them, and begs an affectionate interest in their prayers to God for him, vers. 

2 6—32. ne then concludes with a benediction, ver. 33. 


(1) *O<pet},o'j.ev . . . /3a<rra£e/v, wc, however , who are strong , ought 
to hear with the infirmities of the weak. As must, on the whole, be 
considered as adversative here. The course of thought seems to be 
thus: 4 He who eats in a state of doubt, commits a sin against his 
own conscience; hut we, who have more enlightened views, ought 
to bear with his scruples, and not to demean ourselves so as to in¬ 
crease them.* So Reiche. Anna rot, the strong in faith , i. e. 9 those 
who had no scruples about meats and drinks, &c..— ?Aduvuruv, those 
who were not dvvuroi, i. 0., who had scruples, &c. — Buffrdfuv, to hear 
with 9 to endure patiently , to tolerate; comp. Gal. vi. 2. Rev. ii. 2. 

K at eauro/g and not. to please ourselves; i. e. 7 not to act 

merely in such a way as would gratify our own views and inclina¬ 
tions. Sec the example of Paul, in 1 Cor. ix. 22. 

(2) JLxaono; . . . oixodo/irjv let each one of us please his neighbour 
in respect to that which is good unto [his] edification ; i. e. 7 let us act 
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in such a manner as to please our neighbour, so far as we may do 
so and do what is good ; let us act so as to edify him. 

(3) Kai ydg .... ijpHfiv, for Christ did not please himself; i. e. f 
Christ did not have respect merely to his own pleasure or pain, con¬ 
venience or inconvenience ; but did that which was grateful and use- 
fid to others, although he exposed himself to great suffering in 
consequence of acting thus. Vug stands prefixed here to a reason 
why we ought to seek the good of others. 

* AX?, a ... err s/m, but , as it is written , the reproaches of those 
who reproached thee have fallen upon me. The passage is quoted from 
Ps. lxix. 10 (Ixix. 9). The general sentiment is here accommo¬ 
dated to a particular case; i. e. } the same thing which this sentiment 
declares, was in fact exemplified in the treatment which Christ re¬ 
ceived. In other words, Christ suffered reproaches rather than to 
desist from his beneficence towards others; which is the sentiment 
of the passage quoted. 

(4) n O<sa yag . . . rrgoeyeccpr,, for whatsoever things were written 
in ancient times , were written for uitr instruction. The connection 
of this verse with the preceding is somewhat difficult. The ydg here 
seems to follow something implied, viz., c This Scripture is appro¬ 
priate, /or, &c.’ n eosypupr,, lit. were written before , i. e ., in former 
days, in ancient times, as I have rendered it above. 

"I voc . . . e^io/Mv, that through patience , and the admonition of the 
Scriptures , we might obtain hope. 't-o/mv?,; refers to a patient en¬ 
durance of the troubles and sorrows, to which the doing of good may 
expose us ; or to patient tolerance of the ignorance and prejudice of 
others. Iieiche refers it to patient continuance in belief. But this 
is not so apposite:—cragaxXr / <j'Ewg seems here to mean admonition or 
exhortation; for it refers back to biduar.at.iav, and if rendered consola¬ 
tion does not seem to be directly congruous with that word. The 
writer here refers to the exhortation virtually contained in the Scrip¬ 
ture quoted, to persevere meekly and patiently in doing good. 

Patience of this nature will produce hope; comp. Rom. v. 3—5. 
lie who perseveres in thus doing good, amid the evils which may 
come upon him, will be rewarded with u a hope that maketh not 
ashamed.” 

(5) ' O bs Oil; . . . y T7)Go\jv, now map the God of patience and ad¬ 
monition give mutual unity of sentiment to you , according to Christ 
Jesus. *0 ©sig Tfjg urropovTjc means, God who bestows patience, or 
God who is the author of patience; just as the God of grace; is the 
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God who bestows grace. So o 0=05 rfo ffaaaxXqatojs means, either 
God who is the author of exhortation or encouragement [viz. to per¬ 
severe], or God who is the author of consolation. I understand <t«- 
gaxXjcecog here in the sense of exciting or exhorting to acts of self- 
denial, i. e., to do those things which make for peace and for mutual 
Christian edification, although they may cost self-denial and mortifi¬ 
cation; which accords with the context above.—is a later form 
of Opt. 2 Aor. for which the older grammarians do not ac¬ 
knowledge. 

Kara Xgicr ov ’irjaouv means, in accordance with the Spirit of Christ, 
or agreeably to what Christ or the Christian religion requires. 
The earnest supplication of the apostle, that the Romans mayjbe led 
rh avrb (pgovtTv sv aXX>jXo^, shows how mistaken those are who think 
that practical unity of sentiment among Christians is not desirable, 
even as to matters not essential to salvation ; for surely the senti¬ 
ment about distinction of meats was not essential in this sense. If 
now sueh unity in smaller matters was urged by the apostle, then of 
course he would urge it far more in things essential to salvation. 
The precepts of the apostle show, also, that Christians may differ 
about externals, and things of minor importance, without hazarding 
their salvation; although not without endangering in some degree 
the peace and welfare of the Church. Such is the imperfection of 
human nature, that difference of opinion is apt to produce dispute ; 
and dispute of course is apt to .lead, more or less, to alienation of 
feeling. 

(G) Tva . . . Xgjtrov, that with one accord and with one voice 
you may glorify God , even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ .— 
'O/xo 0 d, aai$ov comes from n,u,6g conjunctus, and animus. Tlii< 

characterizes the union of mind or sentiment, which the apostle de¬ 
sires should pervade the Christian church. ’Ev hi aro^a.n charac¬ 
terizes the harmony of the voices, in the song of praise which was to 
be sung by the church; i . e., they should not sing discordant notes, 
but harmonious ones. The meaning is not literal here, but figurative, 
viz., that with union in their praise to God they might offer him 
thanksgiving, that they might all accord in the same feeling and 
same worship. 

In xai 'rarsga, xai is explicative, i. e., a et copulat et cxplicat;” see 
Brctschn. Lex. xai, 2 . h. Such is a very common idiom in the New 
Testament with respect to xai as explicative; comp. 1 Pet. i. 3. 
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2 Pet. i. 11. 20. Pliil. iv. 20. Eph. i. 3. Col. iii. 17. In these cases, 
viz., such as have xaf explicative followed by a noun in apposition 
with the preceding noun and limiting or defining it, the article is 
usually omitted before the second noun, as here before rrurUa ; com¬ 
pare also, in this respect, the examples cited above. 

(7) A th .... therefore show kindness to each other , as Christ 

also hath showed, kindness to you, unto the glory of God; i. e., in view 
of all that has been said, I beseech you to treat each other with bro¬ 
therly kindness and affection; yea, with kindness like to that which 
Christ has shown to you, in order that God may be glorified. 

A to refers to all which had been before said of Christian kindness 
and forbearance. As to cr*oeXaf±(3dvs<rQe, comp. xiv. 3. ' T/xa? in the 

textus receptus is ipu;, This latter is removed, because the MSS. 
A. C. D. E. F. G., many Codd. minusc., and several versions and 
fathers, read b/j,a; —E }g 66%av Qsov Tholuck interprets of eternal hap¬ 
piness, i.e., the glory which God bestows. The phrase is capable 
of this meaning, comp. Heb. ii. 10. Horn. v. 2. I Pet. v. 4 ; but vers. 
8, 9, require a different sense here, viz,, since Christ hath kindly 
received you, in order that God may be glorified. 

(8) A'eyu fis z. r. X. At “accuratius definit,” i. e ., it is added to 
a phrase or sentence, inserted for the sake of more full and entire* 
explanation. The design, however, is not directly indicated by ck % 
but by the nature of the case. The writer having asserted that 
Christ has kindly received us in order that God may be glorified, goes 
on now to add some things which serve to show, that Christ entered 
upon the duties of his mediatorial office in order to propagate the 
truth, and to bring Jew and Gentile nations to glorify God. 

T r t aoZv XgnJrov . , . 0eou, Jesus Christ was a minister of the circum¬ 
cision, on account of the truth of God; i. e., that Jesus Christ was a 
minister of the Jews, that he served the cause of divine truth among 
the Jews, in order to promote its true interests. on account of, 

for the sake of. 

E !g rb . . . care^wv, in order to confirm the promises made to the 
fathers; i. e., in order to carry into execution the promises made to 
the ancient fathers, viz., of spiritual blessings to be bestowed on their 
children. 

(9) Ta . . . 0£ou, [I say] also, that the Gentiles are to glorify 
God for his mercy [in Christ]: i. e ., the Gentiles as well as the Jews, 
are to be brought into the church, that God may be all and in all, and 
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thus be glorified by all men. Ae , i. e., X'syoj Be as above, I add fur¬ 
ther .—Aogatfa/ is constructed with Xs yoj implied, as the version shows. 
The present phrase discloses the meaning of e/$ do^av Qeou in ver. 7. 

A/« roura .... ^aXw, on this account will I praise thee among 
iiiC Gentiles , yea , to thy name will I sing praise. The quotation 
is from Ps. xviii. 49. The design of it is to show, that the Gentiles, 
as well as the people of Israel, would have the blessings of the go¬ 
spel proffered to them, and be brought to glorify God.—*EJo/ioXoyjjM- 
pai, I will praise thee , like the Hebrew —Tjj ovo/mcit! <jqv, to thy 
name , i. e ., to thee, like the Hebrew 

(10) Kai craX/K Xsyei, viz., in Deut. xxxii. 43.—Ei^a^re . . . a urou. 
rejoice ye Gentiles with his people; Hebrew iBJJ D'W U'J in. Xhe 
design of the quotation is, to 6how that the Gentiles are spoken of in 
the Old Testament Scriptures, as destined to be brought into the 
church of God, or as being made to praise him. 

(11) Ka/ craX/v, viz., in Ps. cxvii. 1 (Sept. 11(>. 1). The sentiment 
is the same us before. The object in accumulating quotations, is 
additional confirmation of what the writer had advanced. 

(12) Kai Ksyei, viz., in Is. xi. 10. In the quotation, the apostle omits 
Winn Di 5 3 ? in that day. Also instead of the Hebrew E'PV wij npy 
"i^W, who shall stand as a banner of the nations or Gentiles , the 
apostle has (with the Septuagint) xa/ o Avtcrdfievog ctg%ew e£bwv, one 
shall arise to be a leader of the Gentiles; ad sensiun , but not ad 
literam , as the Hebrew vowels now are. But probably the apostle 
read npj^ and then his version is literal. For iX$noD<r/, the Hebrew 
lias WHT. The whole quotation, therefore, is ad sensum only; and 
it is truly so much. It is added to the others for the same purpose 
as before, viz., with the design of showing that the Gentiles should 
belong to the Christian church, so that God may be glorified by 
them. 

Thus far in confirmation of the latter clause of ver. 7. The 
apostle now quits this subject, and resumes his supplications in behalf 
of the church at Rome, which were interrupted by ver. 7, scq. 

(13) 'o (Si . . . KiGrtuuv, now may the God of hope fill you with 
all joy and peace in believing; i. c ., may that God who is the author 
of all Christian hope (comp. iXmovtiv in ver. 12), make your joy and 
peace which result from faith in Christ, greatly to abound.—E ig r'o 
. . . uyiuyj, so that ye may abound in hope } through the power of the 
Holy Spirit; i. e ., so that, having much joy and peace in believing, 
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you may also have a lively Christian hope of future glory, through 
the influence of the Holy Spirit who dwells in you, and who gives 
the earnest of future glory; comp. Eph. i. 13, 14. Rom. viii. 23. 
with the notes upon it. 

(14) 3i, where ds il orationi continuand® ineervit,” as 
also in ver. 13 above.—K al aurbg iy<*>j even I myself . Ka/ added to 
pronouns in this way, serves to make the expression more distinct 
and intense. Here it is as much as to say, ‘Even I who have thus 
warned and cautioned you, am persuaded, &c.’ —Jlefi y/iwv, in respect 
to you.—*On .. . uyctiuxfvvrti, that you yourselves (xa/ uvroi) are jilled 
with kuidjiess . Ka ) a uroi indicates wliat I have expressed in the 
translation, as nearly as our language can express the value of the 
Greek phrase. "Aya^utruI take here to refer to the kind feelings 
which the apostle hoped and believed the Roman Christians would 
cherish towards each other. 

, . . KouSers/v, abounding in all knowledge, and able to 
give mutual admonition. The meaning is :f I am persuaded that 
ye possess in abundance such Christian knowledge, i. e such a know¬ 
ledge of Christian truths and principles, that ye will be able to give 
such advice and warning as you may mutually need.’ 

(15) T oX/Mtigcrsgov . . . v/mu;, I have written in part the more boldly 
to you , brethren , as one repeating admonition , i. e. f I have written 
with more freedom than might have been expected from a stranger, 
when reminding you of the various things which I have urged 
upon you, 'Aero y,bou; means in some parts of his epistle , i. e ., as 
to some things. Jt seems to qualify ’lyva-^a. —’E-ava.u f^axuv, adding 
to or repeating admonition, or something in the way of reminiscence. 

ilia rriv yaoiv. . . ©soD, on account of the favour which was bestowed 
upon me by God; namely, the honour of the apostolic ofhee \comp. 
Rom. i. 5), which the sequel shows to be the meaning of ydo/v here. 

(16) Eig rb shut . . . that I should be a minister of Jesus Christ 
to the Gentiles . Because his office led him to preach the gospel to 
the Gentiles, and to exercise a spiritual watch over them, he had 
ventured to address the church at Rome with freedom. 

'UgougyoZvra . . . 0eou, performing the office of a priest [in respect 
to] the gospel of God: i. e. y acting a part in respect to the concerns 
of Christians, not unlike that of a priest among the Jews .— r Ua 
ytvriTai . . . ay/w, that the offering of the Gentiles might be acceptable , 
being purified by the Holy Spirit; i. e. y that the Gentiles may be 
offered to God, whom as their Kurovgyo; I present, inasmuch as they 
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have been rendered clean, pure, by the sanctifying influence of the 
Holy Spirit on their hearts. 

(17) oui' . . . 0edu, I have then cause for glorying , through 

Jesus Christ as to those things which pertain to God; i. e. y being a 
minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, 1 have cause for rejoicing, 
that he has strengthened me and given me success among them, in 
things pertaining to religion.— oih, then, i. e. y since God has bestowed 
such an office upon me .—'Ev Xgufrti *l?j<roD may mean through the aid 
of Christ. Paul had just averred that he was Ae/rougyo; y lr,6od Xgiarov; 
and as such, he may be understood as here intimating that Christ 
had afforded him aid, so as to ensure him success in his employment. 
That iv often has the meaning of by or through , in the sense of ope, 
aiixilio alicitjus , there can be no doubt ; e. g. u He ca£ts out 
demons iv rfi a^ygovrt t by the aid of the prince of demons,” Matt. ix. 
31. In like manner iv is used in John xvii. 10. Acts iv. 9. xv. 7. 
xvii. 28, 31, et saepe alibi. But h X. may also mean, ‘I, 

being in Christ Jesus, viz. as before described, have cause for glory¬ 
ing, etc.’ 

(18) Ou yag . . . f//6j for I will not presume to mention any thing 
which Christ hath not wrought by me; i. e. y I do not, in saying this, 
intend to claim any praise by exaggerating my success, or taking to 
myself credit for what I have not done or for what Christ has not 
done by me tie u*ra now (Rwv, in order to bring the Gentiles to obey 
the gospel.—A 6yy xal %yy means, by preaching and by other personal 
effort, la? ej'plicantis , t. e., preceding what serves to limit the decla¬ 
ration which goes before. The connection seem9 to be thus : I 
speak of the glorying in Christ which I may truly have ; for I will 
not presume to appropriate to myself any praise for what I have not 
done, or rather, for what Christ has not done by me. 

(19) *Ev dwolftu . . , rtgdiruvj by the influence of signs and wonders , 
or wonderful signs. In Hebrew, D'flSpD* mnN ('usually conjoined) 
menns wonders , signs , or miracles adapted to persuade or enforce 
belief in the power, providence, veracity, etc., of God. The union 
<yjj,ae/oe xa/ rs^ar a iii the New Testament, is an imitation of this 
idiom. It may be rendered ns a Hendiadys, and the latter noun 
made on adjective to qualify the former, agreeably to an idiom com¬ 
mon both in the Old and New Testament. If rendered signs arid 
wonders , then cr,/itiuv means miraculous proofs adapted to impress 
the mind with conviction, and rigara means wonderful events or oc¬ 
currences , adapted to fill the mind with awe. Both together consti- 
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tute a very strong designation of supernatural interposition and im¬ 
pressive evidence arising from it. 

’E» duvdfxti . . . a 7 /on, by the influence of the Holy Spirit , may refer 
to the signs and wonders performed by virtue of this influence; and 
so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others, have understood it. 
But it may also mean the internal influences of the Spirit, e. g., the 
gift of prophecy, the power of speaking in foreign languages, etc., 
and so Beza, Grotius, Tholuck, and others have explained it. In 
this case it is co-ordinate with duva/xe/ tf?j/x 6 /wv -/.at regdruv, not subor¬ 
dinate to it, i. e ., not used merely to qualify it. Reiche understands 
it as epexegetical of <wj/x£/wv xai re^druv, which he refers to the internal 
influences of the Spirit; but general usage is against such an inter¬ 
pretation. On the whole I regard iv *rv. Uy. as co-ordinate 

with the preceding phrase, and designed to mark the internal spiri¬ 
tual gifts of Christians. 

"flare yi . . . Xgtorou, so that from Jerusalem and around, even to 
Jllyricum , I have fully declared the gospel of Christ " flare ye . . . 
ve'rXqocoy.sva/ is the usual construction of the Infinitive with van. 
nexXTjwrivai many interpret as having here the sense of dijfusing t 
spreading abroad ; and this they derive from the sense of filling up, 
which the word commonly has, because, in order to fill up, a diffusion 
into all parts is necessary. In the like sense the word is said to be 
employed in Acts v. 28; but this is a mistake as the verb is there 
followed by a noun which designates place, and therefore the verb 
retains the usual meaning. A real parallel is in Col. i. 25, cXj^oD* 
rbv X oyov; where the meaning seems to be fully to declare , i. e to 
accomplish or complete the declaration of the divine doctrine. The 
passages quoted by Reiche, from 3 K. i. 14 (Sept.) and 1 Macc. iv. 
19, are inapposite; the first having another sense, and the latter 
depending on a contested reading. The phrase, in the sense which 
Paul gives it, appears to be peculiar to him alone, elsewhere it means 
to fulfil, in the sense of fulfilling a prophetic declaration, &c. Illv- 
rieum was a province bounded south by Macedonia, west by the 
Adriatic, cast by a part of the river Danube, and north by a part of 
Italy and Germany. It corresponds with the modern Croatia and 
Dalmatia; and was the extreme boundary of what might be called 
the Grecian population. The circle of Paul’s preaching, then, as. 
here described, reaches from the extreme north-west of the land of 
the Greeks, to Jerusalem and round about, i. e., it comprehends all 
Greece in the widest sense of this term, Asia Minor; the Grecian 
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inlands, the country between Asia Minor and Jerusalem, and the 
region around Jerusalem, i. e. y Phenicia, Syria, and part of Arabia. 
Comp. Acts Lx. 20. Gal. i. 16, 17. 

(20) O jtu . . . oizodo/Mu, and was strongly desirous to preach the 

gospel , not where Christ was named lest I should build on another s 
foundation. 4 >/Xox/,uou/xevov is to be constructed with /xe, taken from 
the preceding verse. The word literally signifies to covet or desws 
as an honour , to regard as honourable , hence the secondary sensCy 
to desire strongly , earnestly to wish for or to covet . Our u must be re¬ 
garded as qualifying Its present position seems to 

be for the sake of emphasis. Its correspondent is xadwg in the next 
verse. I have endeavoured to represent all this in the versioji and 
its punctuation; but it is difficult to do it in a satisfactory manner. 

As ovroi is designed to refer to the maimer of preaching, so the 
apostle describes this first negatively, by oux ottou, x. r. X., then affirm¬ 
atively by dXXa xaOdg, x. r. X. 

(21) ’ AXXd . . . ffwrjoouGi, but , as it is written : They shall see to 
whom no declaration ivas made respecting him , and they who have 
not heard shall understand . The quotation is from Is. lii. 15; a 
passage which seems to have respect to the Messiah’s being made 
known to the heathen. The apostle quotes it here in order to illus¬ 
trate and to justify the principle which he had avowed, viz., that of 
preaching the gospel where it was entirely unknown before. The 
quotation says as much as to declare, that the gospel shall be thus 
proclaimed. "O-^ovrai and cuvrjcovGi are to be understood as designat¬ 
ing mental vision and perception ; for this is what the writer intends 
to designate. 

(22) Ad xa / . . . bydg y wherefore I was greatly hindered from 
coming to you. A/o means, on account of his many and urgent calls 
to preach elsewhere. K«/ is here joined with mxo-Trro'ajjv rd rroXXd as 
an intensive , i. e. y 66 sensum intendit, augmentat.” The apostle does 
not simply say, that he was often hindered or much hindered , exoTxd- 
(Myv rd «7reiXXd, but xai Ixo^ro/ir^v rd croXXd, I was altogether hindered , i. e., 
I had such frequent and urgent calls elsewhere, that it was impossi¬ 
ble for me to visit Rome as I desired to do. Passow is, so far as I 
know, the first lexicographer who has done any tolerable justice to 
the Proteus xa/ of the Greeks. 

(23) NW He , . . \rm, but now , having no longer any place in these 
regions , and being desirous for many years to pay you a visit . To- 
-7rov s^ojv, i. e. y having no longer any considerable place, where I have 
not proclaimed the gospel 
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(24) 'A; edv . . . upas, whenever I may go into Spain, I hope , as Z 
t?ass on, to see you; i. e intending to visit Spain, he meant to take 
Home in his way. ’Edv appears here (as often in the New Test., 
Sept, and Apocr.), to stand for civ. Its use in such a way seems to 
belong to the later Greek. See Winer N. T. Grainm. p. 257. cd. 3. 
Here it qualifies the particle of time, dr. The Subj. mood which 
follows is designed to designate a possible or probable action. Had 
the Indie, been used (as D. E. F. G. exhibit it), then the meaning 
would be, that the apostle certainly expected, or w T as resolved to go. 
In the textus receptus , 'O.tvcofiat rrgbg 0/xag follows Hrravtav ; which Gries- 
bach and Knapp have rejected, as they are not found in Codd. A. C. 
D. E. F. G., nor in the Syriac, Arabic or Coptic versions, &c. 
Whether the apostle did in fact ever make a journey to Spain, is 
somewhat uncertain. The tradition of the church affirms this; but 
not on sure grounds. In case wc allow that he was imprisoned a 
second time at Rome, such a journey is not improbable. 

Kai , . . IxB/, and to be sent on my way thither by you. The apo¬ 
stle here refers to the usual custom of the churches, when the mes¬ 
sengers of the gospel departed from them, of sending their elders, &c., 
to accompany them for some distance on their journey; comp. Acts 
xv. 3. xvii. 14, 15. xx. 38. xxi. 5. ’Ed'/ . . . when I am in 

part first satisfied with your company. Observe the delicacy of the 
expression. The apostle does not say satisfied , but drro fisprjg 

c/xcrXjjtftfw, partly satisfied , as though he never could enjoy their society 
sufficiently to gratify all his desires. 

(25) Nyi// ds ... . dy/o/r, but now I go to Jerusalem to supply the 
ivants of the saints. Aiaxovsu is often used in the New Testament, 
to designate the supplying with food and other comforts of life. i At 
present,’ says the apostle, i I cannot visit you, as duty calls me in 
another direction.’ 

(2G) EufioxTjtfav yd^ . . . for it has seemed good to J\fa- 

ccdonia and Achaia , to make some contribution for indigent Chris¬ 
tians at Jerusalem. Kotvuviuv, contribution , collatio bencfciorum. 
Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 1—4. 2 Cor. viii. ix. Acts xxiv. 17. 

(27) Eudoxjjtfav yap . . . e/V/, [I say] it has seemed goody for they 
are truly their debtors. Ed* r.ai b(pn\erai avruv u<u t assigns a reason 
why it seemed good. Ka # is here an intensive, truly , really . Dr. 
Knapp has pointed this verse so as to disturb the sense. The comma 
should not be after ydg, but after eu&>x?jffav. 

E/ yag assigns a reason why tlmy are debtors. If the Gentiles have 
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shared in their spiritual things, they ought surely to aid them in tem¬ 
poral things . Ka/ intensive, in xa/ ey ro?£ aagr.ix.oTg. 

(28J Touro . . . 2c raviav, now when this duty shall have been dis¬ 
charged, and this fruit made sure to them , I shall pass through the 
midst of you into Spain. K agvrov here means the fruit of the con¬ 
tribution in Macedonia and Achaia, thefruit which their benevolence 
had produced. 2p£ay/<ra/*evoe, applied to an instrument in writing, means 
to authenticate it, to make it valid , i . e. f sure to answer the purpose 
for which it was intended. So here, the apostle would not stop short 
in the performance of the duty with which he is entrusted as the 
almoner of the churches, until he had seen the actual distribution 
of their charity among the indigent saints at Jerusalem;, a fidelity 
and an activity well worthy of all imitation. ' 

(29) O 7dx . . . sXeuao/uai, I know, also, that when I come to you 
J shall come with the full blessing of the gospel of Christ. *Ev 
xkri£u[iari euXoy/as, with an abundant blessing; where the first of the 
two nouns constitutes the adjective; comp. Heb. Gramm. §440. b. 

(30J nagaxocXw . . . . X^arou, moreover I beseech you , brethren, 
by the Lord Jesus Christ. As continuative.—A ia ’ijjtfoD XgiaroZ, for 
the sake of the Lord Jesus Christy i. e ., out of love and regard for 
him.— Ka) dta . . . c rveZ/iarog, and by the love of the Spirit ; i. e., by 
the affectionate Christian sympathy for the friends of Christ, which 
the Spirit has given you.— ’S.wajojvicraSai . . . Seov, that ye strive 
together for me, in your prayers to God in my behalf; i. e., that you 
unite with me in my Christian warfare, helping me by your earnest 
supplications to God in my behalf. 

(31) "Iva . . . ’lovhriu, that 1 may be delivered from unbelievers in 
Judea; i. e., pray that I may be delivered from the enemies of the 
gospel in Judea, whither I am going: for I have reason to expect 
persecution and injury from them. 

K ai ha .. . uyloig, and that my service which is for Jerusalem may 
be acceptable to the saints . A/axov/a means his service in carrying 
and distributing the contributions of the Greek churches. It seems 
rather singular, at first, that he should doubt whether such a charity 
would be agreeable to indigent churches at Jerusalem. But when 
wo call to mind the violent prejudices of the Jewish Christians, w r ho 
were zealots for the law of Moses, we may well suppose that some 
of them would hesitate to come under obligations to Paul, the great 
champion of opposite opinions, and also to the charity of Gentile 
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Christians, who disregarded the laws of Moses with respect to cere¬ 
monial observances. 

(32) "Iva ev. . . # iyx/V so that I may come to you with joy , if God 

willy and may he refreshed among you . "iva is here connected in 
sense with the iva x. r. X. of the preceding verse. The sense is, 

t that being delivered, &c., he may come with joy to them, &c.’— 
A/a SeX^/xa-ros 3eoD, Deo volente . 

(33) ' O <$s . . . iyxwv, now the God of peace he with you all; 

t. e may God, the author of peace, who bestows happiness, true 
prosperity, be with you, i. e ., aid you, and bless you. ’ Aju,yv in 
the text us receptusy is of auspicious authority, and is so noted by Dr 
Knapp. 


CHAP. XVI. 


Tm apostle concludes liis epistle by various affectionate greetings and commendations. 1—19. 
After which he warns the church against those who make divisions and give offence among 
them, t. c., such as practise the contrary of that which he had been enjoining in the preceding 
part of his epistle, vers. 17, 18. He expresses his affectionate desire that they might be kind and 
simple-hearted, and his wish that the God of peace would give them the victory over the adver¬ 
sary of soul9, the fomenter of discord among brethren, vers. 19, 20. De then expresses the salu¬ 
tations of several Christian friends and companious, who were with him, vers. 21—24; and con 
eludes with a devout doxology, vers. 25—27. 

(1) 2uv/Vr7j/x/ h's . . . K ey^eaig, A r ow I commend to you Phehe our 
sister who is a deaconess of the church at Cenchrea . Ae continua- 
tive.— Aiuxovov, i, c., ri)v didxovov, for the Greeks used both 6 et r t 5/axoro?. 
It should be remembered, that in the East women w ere not permit¬ 
ted to mix in the society of men, as in the western world they are 
at present. They were kept secluded, for the most part, in a retired 
room or yvvdy.etov, to which no stranger could have access. Conse¬ 
quently it became highly important for the church to have at 
5/axovo/, as w T cll as o! didxovot, in order that the former might look to 
females who were indigent or sick. Accordingly we find the female 
deacons more than once adverted to, in the epistle of Paul; comp. 
1 Tim. iii. 11. v. 10. Tit. ii. 3. Pliny in his letter to Trajan (x. 97), 
no doubt refers to the ai dtdxovoi in the following passage : Ncecs- 
earium crcdidi, cx duabus ancillis qua 1 ministree dioebantur, «£e. 
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KsyxgtaTc, Cenchrea , was the eastern port of Corinth; for Corinth 
itself lay not upon the sea, but had two harbours some four or five 
miles distant from the city, viz., Cenchrea on the east and Lechea 
on the west. It would seem that Phebe was about to sail from Cen¬ 
chrea to Rome, when Paul wrote this epistle; and it is quite pro¬ 
bable that it was sent by her to the church at Rome. The word 
Ktyyjiai is used only in the plural, like ' AOrjvai. 

(2) 'I va . . ay/uv that ye may receive her in the Lord in a 

manner worthy of the saints . That the phrase ev xvgiuj may mean 
being in the Lord , i. e being a member of his spiritual body (comp. 
1 Cor. xii. 27. Rom. xii. 5. 1 Cor. x. 17. Eph. i. 22, 23. iv. 12. 
v. 30. Col. i. 24), the various passages in which it occurs leave no 
good room for doubt. So the sentiment here may be: ‘ Receive 
Phebe who is a Christian, in such a manner as becomes Christians,” 
i. e ., with distinguished kindness and benevolence. But some refer 
ci’xug/pto the church at Rome, and inteqnret thus: ‘Do ye, as united 
to Christ, receive her worthily of the saints.’ 1 see no way of deter¬ 
mining which of these senses is the true one. Both accord with phi¬ 
lology and the nature of the case. I rather incline to the latter, 
because the sense is facile when we suppose the apostle to say : ‘Do 
ye, who are professed Christians, act worthily of your profession in 
this matter,’ 

K a I nagciffrTjre . . . e/xov, and render her assistance in any thing , 
where she may need it of you ; for she herself has been a helper of 
many , and especially of me . For the words iraga<rrijre and flrgotfrar/s, 
see on irgoi'ar&fisvos in chap. xii. 8. This hint shows what the office 
of a deaconess was, i. e., what duties it led her to perform. A com¬ 
parison of here will serve to cast light on 6 ngoitirapivos in 

Rom. xii. 8. 

(3) Hgiaxav, Prison , the same as n^/VxfXXa in Acts xviii. 2, 26. 
1 Cor. xvL 19. The latter is merely a diminutive , which was com¬ 
monly applied to women in the way of courtesy or affection ; as John 
says to Christians : u My little children.” Both Priscilla and her 
husband Aquila are here called <rvvegyovg of the apostle .— y Ev x^/errp 

Irjffou, t. e. y in the Christian cause. 

(4) Omvsg . . . i)<7r&7)xav, lit. who exposed their own neck for my 
life , t. e. y who exposed their own neck to the sw T ord, their own head 
to be cut off; in order to defend me from harm.—K al rfy . . . mcxXjj- 
clav, and the church which is in their house , i. e. y which habitually 
convenes there. Aquila and Priscilla ore spoken of, also, as having 
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a church in their house while at Ephesus, 1 Cor. xvi. 19; from 
which some have drawn the conclusion, that only their family, which 
consisted of Christians, are meant by exxXriffiav ; a criticism which is 
destitute of support from the usus loquendi of the New Testament. 
On the contrary, nothing is more natural than the supposition, that 
these zealous advocates of the Christian cause, wherever they so¬ 
journed, were accustomed to hold assemblies at their own house, for 
the purposes of Christian worship and instruction. All the meetings 
of the primitive Christians must have been in this way, inasmuch as 
they had at first no churches or temples where they could convene. 

(5) Epainetus; this and other names which follow down to ver 
15, designate persons otherwise unknown to ue, but who, personally 
or otherwise, must have been known to the apostle.—’A«ra *yjn r/g; 

* Ac/ag, one of the first who embraced Christianity under my preach¬ 
ing in proconsular Asia, i. e ., Asia Minor, probably in the Roman 
sense of that word.— Elg XgimV, in respect to Christ . 

(G, 7) It appears probable, that the persons here named had for- 
nerly been residents in Asia or Greece, where the apostle was ac¬ 
quainted with them, but that they had now removed to Rome.—’ e-t/. 
ffjj/xo/, of note , well-known , highly esteemed; h roTg dTroarcXoig, among 
the apostles. — 0/ . . . Xg/<rru), who became Christians even earlier than 
myself; where h Xparw can hardly be mistaken. 

(9) ’ Aya^tjrov /lou ev my beloved fellow Christian. 

(10) Tov hoxifhov bv Xgiarfi, a tried t and approved Christian. — Toig ex 
tojv ’ A£/;ro/3ouXou, 1. e., Tovgovrug iv Kufl/w exruv o/xe/W * AgnjrofiouXou'y COinp. 
the close of verse 11. 

(13)M?jrsga a uroC xa/ e/iou, his mother and mine; i. e ., his mother in 
a literal sense, and mine in a figurative one. 

(16) ' AaftaeaoOe . . . ayiu, salute each other with a holy kiss; i.e. y 
greet each other after the affectionate manner of Christians; live 
together in the kind exchange of Christian salutations and tokens 
of friendship. This custom is extensively maintained, at present, on 
the continent of Europe, among Christian friends, and others also. 
In itself, it is like any external thing, not essential, but only a res 
loci et ternporis , depending on the manners and customs of the time 
and place, like the wearing or not wearing of long hair at Corinth, 
&c. 

A/ JxxXWa/ vatat, i. e. } all the churches in the vicinity of the apo¬ 
stle, or those which he had recently visited. This shows the custom 
of the early Christian churches, as to sending expressions of brotherly 
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affection for each other, although they were mutual strangers in 
respect to personal acquaintance. 

(17) 2 xorrs/v, to consider attentively , to beware of\ — Ai^oeraetag, di¬ 
visions, viz., in the church, among brethren.—2 xdvdaXci, offences , i. e. y 
those who are the occasion of others stumbling and falling, by their 
uncharitablencss or their superstition, n^a, contrary to , against; 
comp. Rom. i. 26. xi. 24. Gal. i. 8, 9. Heb. xi. 11. 'ExxX/Wc dn? 
avrZvy stand off from them , avoid them; i. e. } give them no counte¬ 
nance or approbation. 

(18) T£) xvgi(fi rifAujv x^/rfr^D, i. e, 9 the Christian cause, or him who is 
the author of Christianity.—Ko/A/a, their own appetite ; i, e., they do 
not labour for the good of the Christian cause, but merely for their 
own private interests, merely to obtain a maintenance. y 

The apostle seems, therefore, to refer here to certain teachers at 
Rome, at this time, who were the authors of division and offence 
there, and whose views extended no farther than the acquisition of 
a maintenance for themselves. 

Kai did . , , . dxdxw v, and by flattery and fair speeches beguile the 
minds of the simple. Theophylact: ^grieroXoyia, xoAaxs/a, i. e., flattery, 
—EuAoy/as is eulogy , praise .—Kagd/ac, minds , like the Hebrew — 
’a xuztiiv means those who are destitute of suspicion, without guile , 
simple-hearted . 

(19) T-I yd% . . . oapUtTo, for your obedient temper of mind is known 
among all [the churches]; i. e the fame of your Christian temper, 
your readiness to obey the gospel, has been spread among all the 
churches. Vd§ seems here to be used in connection with something 
implied, and which the mind of the reader is to furnish ; e. g ., [I 
exhort you to do all this] yag, because I know that you will lend a 
listening ear. See Bretschn. Lex. on ydg. 

Xaigu ouv . . , vjttfy I rejoice, therefore, in respect to you; i . e., since 
your obedient disposition has procured you such a good name in the 
churches, I rejoice. t T6 if vpuv, i. e ., xard rb if bp&v. —©eAw bi .. .. 
xaxo'y, and I wish you to be wise in respect to that winch is good , bux 
simple in regard to that which is evil. Pie means to say, that he 
desires the Roman Christians not to use their dexterity in order 
to accomplish selfish ends, like the false teachers among them; but 
to be willingly accounted simple or simpletons , in regard to doing 
evil. 

(20) &eb; r?jg e/gfag, may God who is the author of peace , or who, 
loves and approves it!—2vyrg/\|/f/, Fnt. for Optative, like the Heb. 
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Future.— 2 a wav, Satan, viz., the malignant accuser of the brethren, 
and who delights in exciting the evil-minded to discord and division. 
May God disappoint all his malignant purposes, and preserve your 
harmony and kindly affection. The language of this wish (<rui 
refers to the prediction in Gen. iii. 15. 

xdgtg here means favour of every kind, like the D'fe 0 f the 
Hebrews.—’seems to be spurious. 

( 21 ) Luke, and Jason, and Sosipater are classed together here as 
relatives of Paul, if this be Luke the Evangelist, which seems 
altogether probable, then it would appear that he must have been of 
Hebrew descent, at least in part; for Paul was “ a Hebrew of the 
Hebrews,” i. of pure Hebrew descent. Nevertheless, as auyysvsT; 
does not mark the degree of relation, we cannot argue from this 
expression with much confidence. 

(22) Teg nog 6 yod^ag, i. e., who was the amanuensis of Paul on 
the occasion of writing this epistle. 

(23) ’O %evog {agu, my host; i. e who has received me into his 
house, and showed me hospitality; and -who shows an extensive hos¬ 
pitality to all Christians.— O!xod,uo; r?jg troktug, the treasurer of the 
city. —K ovaorog shows the manner in which the Greeks represented 
the Latin qu , Quartus . 

(:'5) The whole now concludes with a general ascription of praise. 
Tw duva/Asvtij, sc. 93 r\ 66%a, as appears from the close of ver. 27. The 
sentence is suspended, after the usual manner of Paul, until he re¬ 
sumes it in ju,6vu copw Sew.—Srjjg/ga/, to establish; viz., in the Christian 
faith and practice.— Kara ro euctyyeXiov pov , in accordance with the 
gospel which I preach , agreeably to the principles of this.—Ka/ ro 
xf)guy,ua, even the gospel of Jesus Christ, i. e. f even the gospel of 
which Jesus is the author, or which has respect to him. K^uy ( aa 
is in apposition with eua yyeXiov; and the object of Paul is to show 
by the whole declaration, that the gospel which he preached was 
the true one. 

Kara unoKaXw^tv .... aetiiyy/xevov, according to the revelation of the 
mystery which was kept in silence during ancient ages; i. e. 9 agree¬ 
ably to the gospel which was not fully revealed in ancient times, 
but is now brought to light; comp. 1 Cor. ii. 7. Eph. iii. 5, 9. Col. 
i. 23. This phrase is co-ordinate with xard ro tvayyeXiov above, and 
is designed for more ample description. 

(26) <baveguRsvrog &s ... . 'rgopyTixuv, but is now revealed by the 
Scriqytures of the prophets . The apostle first refers to the most 
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ancient times before any revelation was given, as the y&hoi alumi, 
when the gospel remained as it were concealed; next he points us 
to the Messianic prophecies contained in the Old Testament. But 
a difficulty lies in the mode of the expression. In other places Paul 
represents the gospel as hidden from the ancients, but now revealed, 
i. e.j under the Christian dispensation ; see Col. i. 20. Eph. iii. 5, 
10, and comp. 1 Pet. i. 12. But still there is one passage (Rom. 
iii. 21) where lie says of the grace of the gospel, vuv! irepavegwrat, 
and at the same time he adds, fLagrugov/iievTi ucro rou v6/aov xat run rrgo- 
pyruv ; by which he means, that God has not only revealed his grace 
by his messengers in gospel-times, but that this same grace has the 
concurrent testimony and support of the Old Testament Scriptures. 
This mode of representation then would concur with the present one. 
Three things are predicated of the pvarngtav which he mentions in 
vcr. 25; (1) That it was kept in a hidden or concealed state down 
to the time when the Old Testament dispensation commenced. (2) 
That it was disclosed, i. e comparatively brought to light (potvegw. 
Ssvros) by the ancient Scriptures. (3) That it was fully published 
or made known (yvagio^evro;) under the gospel dispensation. As to 
the <pav£gcttievTos vZv here, it means the same in all essential respects as 
the fia^ru^oofiivr} Ziro rou vo/xou xolI rujv n^oprjrcuv of Rom. Ill, 21. There 
is a concurrent testimony, declaration, or disclosure, by the ancient 
prophetic writings, which gives force to the new testimony under the 
gospel dispensation. 

Had Reiche adverted to this; and considered the mode of expres¬ 
sion in Rom, iii. 21, which is so plainly of the same tenor as the 
present, he might have spared the censure which he casts on the 
whole of this last paragraph of the epistle, and the accusation of 
contradiction in the clause under examination. 

As to the other passages to which reference is made above, and 
which place the revelation of the gospel mysteries in later times in 
opposition to the silence of former days it is sufficient to remark, 
that it is only in a comparative point of view that this is to be un¬ 
derstood ; just a9 when the Saviour says, that * if he had not come 
and spoken to the Jews they had not had sin, but now they have 
no cloak for it and just as when Paul says, that * life and immor¬ 
tality are brought to light by the gospel.’ Surely when Abraham 
and the patriarchs * sought a better country, even a heavenly one, 
they must have had some notions of immortality. It may be alto¬ 
gether correct, then, that gospel truth as disclosed by the prophets 
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made only a twilight compared with the noontide glories of the new 
dispensation, and so there was ample occasion for the comparative 
views which the apostle has disclosed in Col. i. 26. Eph. iii. 5, 10; 
at the same time it may be, and is equally true, that the gospel is 
in some degree disclosed (fave^w^s/;) in the Old Testament prophets, 
and is testified to (/xag7-i>£ou/x£^) by them, in their works, which are 
every day still read by Christians. 

One other difficulty still remains to be disposed of. It is that 
which is occasioned by the rs before yoapuv. Inasmuch as the clause 
in which re stands has another connective (Si), we cannot regard it in 
the simple light of a conjunction, by which paveovOevrog, x. r, /..is joined 
to the preceding clause. It must then, as it would seem, have a 
relative meaning, and imply another clause after it to which cither a 
xa t or a re is appended. Accordingly, the Syr., Arab., (Erp.), and 
^Eth. versions insert the and before xar gc/rayjjr, x. r. X. But as there 
is no room for critical doubt of the genuineness of the rs here, and 
as xa / is destitute of other support than these versions, we seem still 
to find our way hedged up. 

Beza, Michaelis, Morus, and Flatt, in order to extricate themselves 
from this difficulty, propose to begin the third predicate of the apostle 
with Bid re ygapwv, x. r. X. and to connect all the sequel of the verse 
with yvupteO'evrog. But then fa ve^uQUroz Be vDv would be left in too nude 
a state; and there can scarcely be a doubt that <ud re y?af£v c|of7;r/x£* 
must be connected in sense with the participle tavsgudivrog. 

We must resolve the difficulty, then, in another way. The whole 
paragraph is elliptical in an uncommon degree; witness rp Bwa/xhuj 
. . . then privy aop'j) , . . without any predicate or copula. We 
may well suppose then that xar is omitted before xar’ er/rayjh, it 
being necessarily implied by the presence of the rs in the preceding 
phrase. In this way xar l<zirv.yr t \ y x. r. X. belongs to the last clause, 
and is to be connected (as it should be) with the part. yvusieOivro;; 
so that the sense of the last clause is, that f the gospel, by the com¬ 
mandment of the eternal God, has been published to all nations, in 
order to lead them to the obedieucc which faith ensures.’ 

The objection of Reiche to this construction, does not strike me 
as valid. He alleges that too much is thus connected with the part. 
yvuotadevrog, and that the gospel was not made known to the heathen 
by the prophetic Scriptures. As to the first, nothing can be more 
consonant with the manner of Paul (comp. Rom. i. 1—4); and as to 
the second, the apostle does not aver that the gospel was made 
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known to the heathen by the Jewish Scriptures; for the last clause, 
xar s^nrayriv, x. r. X. merely stands as co-ordinate with <pa\veoo&evrog, 
x. r. X. and not subordinate to it. Reiche, however, who at the out¬ 
set casts away as spurious vers. 25—27, makes as much difficulty as 
he can with every part of them. But here I cannot help thinking 
that he has failed. 

(27) The apostle now resumes the doxology which he had begun 
in ver. 25 by rw bwafAwy, with povu, x. r. X. The pronoun w here 
would seem to relate grammatically and most naturally to Jesus Christ. 
But in such a case, in order to complete the construction, 0iw must be 
joined with bo^a iig rovg alum at implied, or bo^a, or some equivalent 
word must be understood immediately after it. Following another 
mode of construction, we must refer to 0e£, and either construe it 
as equivalent to uvru (which how r ever wants precedent to confirm 
it) ; or we must take <Z in the demonstrative sense, viz., as employed 
for ovrog or ods (it often is so employed, Passow, Lex. og, B), and 
translate it, 1 to this one be glory, etc/ This, on the whole, is the 
more facile way of construing it. The first mode of construction 
eeems at least to be rather hard ; yet the elliptical form of the whole 
paragraph detracts somewhat from the hardness of it, and makes it 
quite possible. 

The subscription , like most of the others in the Pauline epistles, 
is adscititious. Chap. xvi. 1 doubtless gave occasion to it; and the 
matter of it is in all probability correct. But we cannot regard it as 
coming from the hand of Paul; for surely he did not need to inform 
the church at Rome, by a subscription, who it was that conveyed 
the epistle to them, when he had once commended the same indivi¬ 
dual to their hospitality. Moreover, competent external evidence of 
genuineness is wanting. 




EXCURSUS L 


Cht u/if 3eoD in Rom. i. 4 (p. 46). 


Tn:: phrase u/oD Ssou is, as one may easily believe, difficult of interpretation. 
In order to be as brief as possible, I begin with the generic idea, T ihg iLou 
any rational being may be called, who is formed in the image of God, i. e. t 
possesses by his gift a moral and intellectual nature like his own. The ori¬ 
ginal idea of u/o$, is that of derivation. The secondary one (whichds often 
employed), is that of resemblance. The third gradation of meaning is, that 
of being regarded or treated as a son, occupying theplace of a son , viz., hav¬ 
ing distinguished gifts, favours, or blessings bestowed on any one. To 
one or the other of these classes of meaning, may all the instances be traced 
in which the phrase son or sons of God is applied, in the Old Testament 
or the New. 

It is superfluous here to show that v}6$, in its primary and literal sense as 
applied to the relations of men, means a masculine descendant of any one; or 
that it means generally offspring posterity , near or remote. In regard to the 
phrase uibg 5)eov, it is applied (l) To Adam , as proceeding immediately from 
the hand of the Creator, Luke iii. 38. (2) To those who are regenerated , or 
born of the Spirit of God, John i. 12, 13; Rom. viii. 15, 17; 1 John iii. 1, 
2, et ssepe alibi. Connected with this, is the usage of calling all true wor¬ 
shippers of God hi9 sons; e . g. } Matt. v. 9, 45; Luke vi. 35, xx. 36; Rom. 
viii. 14, 19; 2 Cor. vi. 18; Gal. ii-i. 26; Heb. xii. 6 ; Rev. xxi. 7, et alibi. 
(3) The same appellation is sometimes given to such as are treated withspecial 
kindness ; e . g Rom. ix. 26; Hos. i. 10, xi. 1; Deut. xxxii. 5, 19; Isai. i. 2. 
xliii. 6; Jer. xxxi. 9 ; 2 Cor. vi. 18. God, as the common father and bene¬ 
factor of all men, good and bad, in reference to this relation, often calls 
himself a father , and styles them his children ; “ If I be a father , where is 
mine honour?” “ I have nourished and brought up children , but they have 
rebelled against me.” Moreover, as all men are made in his image, t. e, 
have an intellectual, rational, and moral nature like bis own, on this account 
nlso they may be styled his children ; but more especially doe9 this apply to 
those who are regenerated\ and in whom the image of God that had been in 
part defaced, is restored. (4) As bearing some resemblance to the Supreme 
Ruler of the universe in respect to authority, or as having office byhisspecial 

favour, kings are sometimes named sons of God ; e . g Ps. lxxxii. 6 (li'r’JJ V.?). 
2 Sam. vii. 14. So in Homer dioysvr,z (3a<yt?'.£v;, II. lib. i. 279, ii. 196. (5) 

Angels arc called sons of God , for the like reason that men are, viz., because 
God is their creator and benefactor; and specially, because they bear a high 
resemblance to God ; see Job i. 6, ii. 1, xxxviii 7 ; Dan. iii. 25. 

It is evident from inspecting these examples, that men and angels may be 
called sons of God for more Ilian one reason ; nay, that in some cases all tho 
reasons for giving this appellation are united. E. g , a pious Israelite might 
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be culled n son of Cod, because God was his creator; because of the special 
favours and blessings bestowed upon him, i. c., because of his being treated 
ns nsou ; because he was born again by the power of the Holy Spirit; and 
bemuse he bore a special resemblance to his heavenly Father. For each 
or Ibr any one of these reasons, it is obvious we might, agreeably to Scrip¬ 
ture usage, call any one a son of God, who is truly pious; and for all of them 
combined, or for any part of them, we might in like manner bestow on him 
the same appellation. I mention this here, because it is of no small import- 
mice in rightly estimating the force of o ui'og tov ihoG, as applied to Christ. 
We come now to consider this hist phrase, as applied in this manner. 

(a) It designates Jesus as produced in the womb of the Virgin Mary, by 
I ho miraculous influence of the Holy Spirit, Luke i. 32 (coinp. Luke iii. 38). 
Perhaps the same ser.so belongs to it in Mark i. 1. The words of the cen¬ 
turion in Mult, xxvii. 54, and Mark xv. 30, seem, in the mouth of a Roman, 
to have llio like sense, although perhaps it is not altogether the same. 

(b) It means Jesus as the constituted king or Messiah . JH. g. y Matt. xvi. 

1 6, xxvi. 03 ; Markxiv.Gl; Lukexxii. 70; John i. 49, xi. 27; and probably 
in Mall. viii. 20, xiv. 33; Murk iii. 11, v. 7; Luke iv. 41, viii. 28; John i. 
31, vi. GO, ix. 35, x. 36 ; Acts ix. 20, xiii. 33 ; lleb. v. 5. In the like sense 
the appellation son is given to him, in the way of anticipation, by the ancient 
prophets who foretold his appearance, Ps. ii. 7, lxxxix. 27. On the like 
ground, kings, ns we have seen in No. 4, arc called sons of God, Ps. Ixxxii. 
G; 2 Sum. vii. hi, 

(c) The most common use of the phrase Son of God as applied to the Mes¬ 
siah, is,to designate the high and mysterious relation which subsisted between 
him ami God the Father, by virtue of which he was, in his complex person 
ns Js«itt£ai<To; p the drravyaoiia rijs b6^r,$ xui y^acaxTTtg rr t $ u-roorairew; roG era. 
r^i;, lleb. i. 3, the e/’xtun roG thou rou dofirou, (Job i. 15; the sixdv rou lhauj 

2 Ch>r. iv. 1. In this respect, 6 vibg roGihou is rather a name of nature than 
of ollicc, for it is predicated of the high and glorious eixwv, resemblance , 
similitude , which the Son exhibits of the Father, he being the radiance 
(u Tauyati'Ua.) of his glory ; sotlmt what Jesus said to Philip is true, viz., “lie 
that hath scon me, hath seen the Father , 1 ” John xiv. 0. “ It hath pleased 
the Father that in him all fulness should dwell,” Col. i. 10; even “all the 
f ulness of the Godhead bodily, Col. ii.D ; nml that high, yen, divine honour 
should be paid to him, Phil. ii. 0—11; Rom. xiv. 11 (comp. v. 9); Rev. v. 
13, 14 ; John v. 23 ; Hob. i. G. As Son t Christ is lord and heir ofall things, 
lleb. i. 2, 3, H. In particular, it would seem to bo one design of the New 
Testament writers, in using tho appellation Son of God, to convey the idea 
of a most intimate connexion, love, and fellowship (so to speak) between him 
and tho Father. Compare, in order to illustrate this idea, such texts as 
Matt. xi. 27; Luke x. 22; John i. 14, 18; lleb. i. 5, scq.; Matt. iii. 17; 
Luke iii, 22, ix. 35 ; Col. i. 13 ; 2 Pet. i. 17; Matt. xvii. 5; Mark i. 11, ix. 
7, Compare, nlso, with these last texts, the parables in Matt. xxi. 37, scq., 
xxii. 2, scq., Murk xii. G; Luke xx. 13; also John viii. 35, 3G, and x. 36- 
That God has given Christ tho Spirit without measure, that he dwells in him 
<rw ( uanxaie, that all counsels and secrets (so to speak) of the divine nature are 
perfectly known to him (John i. 18; Matt. xi. 27 ; Luke x. 22 ; John vi. 16, 
vii. 29, viii. 19, xiv. 9, 10, 11, 20, x. 15); seems to he suggested by the 
appellation Son of God ns frequently bestowed ; for so the texts referred to. 
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and other like texts, would imply. In a word, similitude, affection, confi¬ 
dence, and most intimate connexion, seem to be designated by the appel¬ 
lation son, as applied to Christ. In this sense it is most frequent in the 
New Testament; although with Paul, the idea of Messianic dignity or 
*lrration is more commonly designated by Ku^/oc. 

But while I am fully satisfied that the term Son of God is oftentimes 
applied to Christ as a name of nature , as well as of office; yet I am as fully 
satisfied, that it is not applied to him considered simply as divine, or simply 
as Logos . It designates the ©Eav^wxoc, the God-man, i. e., the complex 
person of the Messiah, in distinction from his divine nature simply con¬ 
sidered, or his Logos state or condition. The exceptions to this are only 
cases of such a nature, as show that the appellation Son of God became, by 
usage, a kind of proper name, which might be applied either to his human 
nature or to his divine one, as well as to his complex person. In just such 
a way proper names are commonly used; e.g., Abraham usually and pjoperly 
means, the complex person of this individual consisting of soul and body. 
But when Isay, ‘Abraham is dead/ I mean the physical part only of Abra¬ 
ham is so; and when I say, ‘Abraham is alive/ I mean that his immortal 
part only is so. So in regard to the name Son of God; when I say, ‘The 
Son of God was crucified/ I mean that his mortal part was so ; when I say, 
‘God sent his Son, the Son came out from the Father, he had glory with the 
Father before the world was/ &e., I mean, in such cases, that the divine 
nature of the Son became incarnate, that £avrov ixsvaurs . .. eaurov irave/vcoffe 
(Phil. ii. 7, 8), taking upon him the likeness of our nature. But when I 
say, with John, that “Jesus is the Son of God/’ and that “Jesus Christ has 
come in the flesh/’ I mean to designate his complex person, Ihe 
the^eo$ iv eaoyj (pavegotieig, the Xoyog <r«£>£ yevo/xevog, and this is the case with 
most of the examples of the phrase in the New Testament. 

If a different principle of exegesis be assumed here, and we affirm that 
Christ is called Son as being divine, and is so called in order to designate his 
originating from the Father in his divine nature ; then the objections which 
may be made are of a very serious cast. They are too numerous, also, to 
be fully recounted in an excursus. I can only glance at a few of them. 

(1) If S 071 of God necessarily implies, ex vi termini, that Christas to his 
divine nature is derived; how shall we construe such texts as the following ; 
viz., “ AVhat and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend up where he was be¬ 
fore?” John vi. G2. “No man hath ascended to heaven, but he that came 
down from heaven , even the Son of Man who i9 in heaven/’ John iii. 13. 
Docs Son of Man indicate (ex vi termini) the divine nature of Christ ? This 
I suppose will not be affirmed; for plainly it indicates the tho 

tv pavegwSe/g, i. e., it has of itself a necessary reference lo the in¬ 
carnate condition of the Saviour. Yet when employed as a proper name, wo 
see by the texts above that it can be used to indicate the original and di¬ 
vine nature of the Messiah along with his human nature. If not, then 
these texts would prove that the incarnate nature of Christ existed in hea¬ 
ven before he came down from that place; a fiction which we may well 
rank with the supposed rapture of Christ into heaven, and his subsequent 
descent from heaven, as maintained by Socinus. 

Now as these texts, when thus employed will not prove that the human 
nature of Christ had a prior existence in heaven; so neither will the other 



5G0 


EXCURSUS I. ON KOM. T. 4. 


texts iibovo cited prove thnt tho appellation, So?? of God, means the divine 
nnturo of Christ ns begotten of God, merely because the Father is said to 
hnvo loved him and to have sent him into the world. But, 

(2) If the Son ns God be derived or begotten , then it must follow, that ns 
God lie is neither self-existent nor independent. It is of no avai^to sny here, 
that his generation is eternal, and that the method of it is mysterious, super¬ 
human, and unlike to that of any created substance; for one may very readily 
allow till this, and still ask, whether the word generation (let the manner of 
the thing be what it may) docs not of necessity, and by the usage of every 
language, imply derivation ? And whether derivation does not of necessity 
imply dependence , and therefore negative the idea o i self-existence? This the 
ancient Fathers acknowledged almost with one voice, asserting that Christ 
is not avroSeog, but derived from the F ather, and begotten of his substance. The 
Father only they regarded ns self-existent; not deeming it compatible at all 
with the idea of generation, that the Son could vindicate to himself this attri¬ 
bute of divinity, the Niecne Fathers in their symbol: Oso; ix Osoi/, 

U fiuroc. They did truly and rcnlly regard the Logos as an emanation from 
the Father; many of tho fathers (most of the earlier ones as an emanation 
from him which took place in time, or rather perhaps an emanation just be¬ 
fore time began. Hence the familiar phrase among them, X6yo; ivdiuSsrog, 
i. t'., the Logos which was in God as his reason , wisdom , or understanding , 
from eternity; nmlXoyo; rrgopooix.6;, i.e., Logos prophoric, uttered, developed, 
viz., bywords. This development many of them supposed was made, when 
God said, “ Let there be light;” others supposed it to have been still 
earlier, viz., at the period when God formed the plan of the world, and 
thus gave development to his internal Xoyog, by the operations of his wis¬ 
dom and understanding. 

Prof. Tholuek, in his recent commentary on the epistle to the Romans, 
appears fully to maintain (with the ancient Fathers) the dependence, and to 
deny the self-existence,of the Logos; while, with them, he strenuously main¬ 
tains that Christ is But one who is so earnestly desirous of seeking 

after truth as he is, will not lake it amiss, I trust, if the inquiry be here 
made: Whether the human mind can now conceive a being to be truly God, 
who is neither self-existent nor independent? If the Son have neither of these 
attributes, then is bo indeed what some of the Fathers have called him, a 
Qsog divngog, and nothing more. I will not aver that those are Arians,and 
deny tho divinity of Christ, who believe this; but I must say, that for myself, 
if I admitted this, I could make no serious objection to the system of Arius. 
Tho whole dispute between him and those who maintain this creed, must 
turn on the difference between being begotten and being made; both parties 
virtually acknowledge derivation and dependence; they differ only ns to the 
time and manner of these. Can such topics as these, which of course 
must be mere mysteries, be properly made a serious occasion of division 
or alienation among those who bear the Christian unmet 
The philosophy of the Fathors permitted them to believe in a divine nature 
derived. Of course they could maintain the generation of the Son as Logos 
without any difficulty. But that we can now admit a being to be truly 
God, and worship him as such, who ns to his divine naturo is derived and 
dependent, does seem to me quite impossible. The very elements of my 
own Views say the least) respecting tho divino nature must be changed, 
before I cun admit such a proposition. 
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To say that the Son is eternally begotten , and yet is self-existent and inde¬ 
pendent , is merely to say that the word begotten does not imply derivation ; 
it is to deny that the word has any such meaning, as all antiquity and com¬ 
mon usage have always ascribed to it. It is, moreover, to give up the very 
doctrine which the ancient church strenuously maintained. Tholuck, who 
appears to maintain the views of the Niccne creed, says (on Uom. ix. f») : 
“The Father is the original source of all being, 1 Cor. viii. C ; John v. 20; 
the son iii only the tixuv of his being, Col. i. 15; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Ileb. i. 3. 
Tut as being the image of the divine Being, the Son is in no respect differ¬ 
ent from the Father, but fully expresses the Being of God. As the church 
is wont to say : The attribute of djivv 7 }ff/oc is possessed only by the Father." 
Much as I respect this excellent man and critic, how can I receive and 
accredit these declarations? “ The Son is in no respect (in niclits) different 
from the Father, but fully (vollkommen, perfectly ) resembles or expresses 
(ausdriickt) the being of God;” and yet to the Son belongs not ayfwjjff/a, 
self-existence, independence , but ayevvTiff/a belongs exclusively to the 
Father !” What is this more or les3 than to say : The Son is perfectly like 
the Father in all respects; and yet in regard to that very attribute, which 
beyond all others united makes God to be what he is, viz., true and very 
God, i. e., in respect to self-existence (and of course independence ), the Son 
has no participation at all in this, but it belongs exclusively to the Father! 
In other words : “ The Son is in ell respects like the Father, with the simple 
exception that he is, in regard to the most essential of all his attributes, 
infinitely unlike him.” If this docs not lie on the very face of Prof. Tho- 
luck’s statement, and on that of all who hold that the Logos is a derived 
Being, then I acknowledge myself incapable of understanding either their 
words or their arguments.* 

* In a review of the first edition of thib work, in the iAterar. Adzeiger for 183-1, p. 171, Prof. 
Tholuck refers me to John v. 26 as decisive of the question, in favour of his views. The words 
are: “As the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son also to have life in him¬ 
self." On this he thus comments: “ It is deelnred that the Father has given tij'c to the Son, on 
the one hand : on the other, that the Son has life from himself {aus sich). The same power which 
can constitute a proper person of a human soul, which [soul] 1ms its power of self-determination 
conferred by another, ami yet exercises this power of itself, lias so disposed itself also in its own 
linage, i. e., in the Son, that the latter, since his being does not differ from llmt of the Father, 
has life from himself? 

Hut in the wuy of this I find several difficulties, H) Nothing can be more evident to my 
mind, than that the text in John speaks merely of a lifc-givmy power, which the Father has in 
himself, and so can exercise it, where and when he pleases ; and Jesus declares that the Father 
lias bestowed this on tlie Son, who therefore can exercise it in the sumc way. So verses 21, 22, 
lead us to explain this, almost by necessity ; and so the context leads us to explnin it, where the 
subject is the resurrection of the dead , not the metaphysical question of original or derived pow¬ 
ers uud attributes of Father and Son. (2) Frof. Tholuck, in rendering in ver. 2(3 by aus 

sich, out of or from himself, hus departed from the tenor and sense of the text, which asserts 
the proper possession of such a power, and the uncontrollable right of exercising it nt discretion, 
but avers nothing in respect to the metaphysical question now under consideration. But (3) 
The comparison of the 6elf-determining power of a humun soul with thut of the Son, would only 
plunge the whole mutter into the Ariun gulf. Is not a humnn soul dependent and derived? And 
if it exercises a sell-determining power, did it originate, the power itself? The question is not, 
whether the Son has life, in himself, but how he came by it T 1 take life here, not in the real sense 
of tho text, viz. a Ife.-giviug power, but in the physiological or metaphysical sense of Tholuck, 
viz. as an attribute of the being of Hie Son. Now if the Father gave the Son (as Logos) life in 
this sense, the inevitable consequence is that the Son is derived and dependent; in which case the 
whole matter goes back to the point IVoru which we started. 

But Tholuck in the way of further explanation says, that ‘the generation of the Son is 
necessary and eternal. Tho Son is as necessary to the Father as the Father to the Son; and 
the dependence (if wo must so name it) mutual.• But hero again I am lost in the uucei- 
tahity of words. The Fathers, as Prof. Tholuck well knows, were divided on the question 

2 x 
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A mode of reasoning which involves such difficulties as these, should not 
he adopted without very imperious reasons. I know of no such reasons, 
unless they be drawn from the expression 6 T/dg r&D ©toO understood in a 
literal sense, i. e ., so far literal as can be possible in respect to spiritual 
beings. Now that one spiritual being can produce another, in some way 
or other (of course not more humano ), will not be denied. And if Son 
necessarily imports derivation in the divine nature of the Logos, along with 
this it necessarily imports dependence; in other words, it necessarily denies 
self-existence and independence . If any one refuses to acknowledge this, 
then of course he must abandon the meaning of generation. No matter 
what the modus of generation may be, however mysterious or super-human ; 
this makes no difference ;is to real dependence , in case the generation is real 
and actually matter of fact. But in case we insist on preserving the term 
generation , as applied to the divine nature of the Son, and yet aver that he is 
self-existent and independent, then the diction merely of the ancient fathers 
is preserved, while the Gfocfrr/iewhich they maintained is clearly abandoned. 

All such as cannot admit the emanation philosophy into their system of 
theology (the ancient Fathers did this), will not regard Christas 5 e6ti- 
£ 0 c, but as o ujv itri rrccirw ©ibg, t'j\oyr}rbg stg ro-jg atthvag, a'M7]v. The Logos, 
“ who created all things,” “ by whom all things were created in heaven and 
earth,” bears at least the highest stamp of Divinity underived. "Who is 
self existent if not the Creator ? And who is God supreme , if not o £v s<rl 
grdvruv ®so; ? If* there be any higher assertions of Godhead respecting 
the Father than these, let those who ascribe self-existence only to him, 
point them out. 

The most formidable objection to the Nicenian and Athanasian Creed 
is, that it makes such a statement respecting the doctrine of the Trinity, 
as destroys the idea of full and proper equality of the persons of the God¬ 
head. The Son is made dependent on the Father; and the Spirit also 
dependent on the Father, according to the views and explanations of the 
Greek church, but according to the Latin one, dependent on, i*. e ., proceed¬ 
ed voluntary or necessary generation. Modern theology understands generation only of 
personality, i. e., the modus existendi of the Son, and not of his substance or essential attri¬ 
butes. To all this, however, the declaration of Tholuck seems to exhibit no reference. But 
supposing the matter is as he states it; then what is getieration T Is it an act , or an attribute t 
If an act, how is an act eternal? If an attribute, then, like Origen, Tholuck must believe that 
the generation of the Son still continues and always will continue; for divine attrit'Utes must be 
eternal. After all, however, does not generation necessarily imply dependence t This cannot be 
disproved. The nature of words must first he changed. Then be tbe generation eternal or 
Dot, the Son is still dependent, according to this theory, and therefore neither self-existent nor in¬ 
dependent. We are still left, then, in the same predicament as before, and can find in the Logos 
only a fcteov AciWepov. 

When Tholuck says, moreover, that the * Son kein anderes Wesen als der Vater hat, i. e., has a 
being ttiot ditfer s tiotfrvin that of the Father what can this mean on the ground which he takes ? 
I ask whether self-existence and independence 'are predicable of the Son, if we concede for ouce 
that aa divine he is begotten t What matters it whether the generation is eternal or in time ? 
The question respects not modus, but res. Dentation is inevitably attached to the idea of 
begotten, present it in what shape you will; and then self-existence and independence of course 
cease to be predicable of the Legos, How then is he not a different — yea, immeasurably differ¬ 
ent—being from the Father ? 

Nor is the matter helped by averring, as Tholuck does, that ‘the Son is as necessary to the 
Father as the Father to the Son.* This would merely show, if it were true, that neither is self- 
existent or independent, but that each depended on something not strictly belonging to himself, 
either for liis being or for au essential modification of it. But how con the son be depcndcut on 
its rays? We may say, it would be no son if it gave no light; and it would be true that it 
’woold not be such a sun as we now conceive of. But to say that the radiance of the sun is no 
more dependent on the sun itself than the sun Is on its radiance, would be prying wh$t can be 
justified only by resorting to metaphysical subtil ties In defining and reasoning. 
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ing from, both the Father and Son. The Son then has not two capacities or 
faculties which the Father has, viz., that of begetting and causing proces¬ 
sion, os the Greek church would have it; and the Spirit is in like manner 
wanting as to botli of those capacities. According to the Latin church, 
the Spirit is also wanting as to one capacity which the Son has, viz., that 
of causing procession. Now if God is every where in the Bible recognized 
as supreme and only God, because he is creator of the world, and all com¬ 
petition of those called gods is treated with scorn, because they cannot 
compare with him here; then how immeasurably more exalted still must 
the Father he above the Son and Spirit, if he is the ground or cause of 
their being, the fons ctprincipium of Godhead itself! Arianisru itself has 
placed the Son and Spirit too near the Father, if there be such an im¬ 
measurable discrepance between them as there must be between beings 
derived and dependent, and self-existent and independent. 

This, however, is not the place to enlarge on this topic; and it hvthc less 
necessary, inasmuch as I have diseussed the subject at length in an Essay 
in the Bib. Repository, Nos. 18, 19, 1835, where I have commented on 
Schleiermacher’s comparison of the Sabellian and A thanasian Creeds. 


EXCURSUS ir. 

On Rom. iii. 28, Xoyi^ifitQa yotg hi>.atooe&ai k'.ctu ccvScbJcrcv \%y% 
vo/aov (pp. 159, 1G0). 

It will be conceded at once, that before we pronounce sentence respect¬ 
ing the agreement or disagreement of Paul and James with respect to the 
doctrine of justification, it is necessary that we should understand the 
meaning of the words which they respectively employ, and the nature of 
the object which they respectively have in view. 

First, then, what does Paul assert ? He says that “ a man is justified by 
faith , yuigig £gy uv vopov. The inquiry is fundamental, therefore, What does 
he mean by i'gyuv vopov ? 

I answer: He means works which the law requires y rvorks which the laio 
makes it duty to perform. That the Gen. case after eeyov is sometimes 
employed to express such a relation, there can be no room for doubt; e. g., 
John vi. 28, 29, egya 0eoS works which God requires ; John ix. 4, ru tgya 
too Trsfi->\scLvr6<; tn, the works required by him who sent me; Acts xxvi. 20, 
ptravo/ag igyu, works .such as repentance demands; 1 Thess. i. 3, too seyoo 
rJj$ cr/<mwc, the works which faith requires; and 2 Thess.i. 11, igyov sr/drewg, 
in the same sense. 

In like manner, egyov vlpou and egya vo/xou mean work or works which 
the law demands. So the phrase is plainly used in Rom. ii. 15 ; iii. 20, 28; 
ix. 32; Gal. ii. 1C (thriee); iii. 2, 5, 10. Sometimes vlpou is omitted, 
and \gyov is used alone in the same sense, breviloquentice causa; e, g., Rom. 
iv. 6; ix. 12; xi. 6 (thrice); Eph. ii. 9. 

What works, then, does the luw of God require ? The answer is : It de¬ 
mands perfect obedience. “The soul that sinneth shall die.” “ Cursed is he 
who continueth not in all things written in the book of the law t to do them.” 

It is manifestly on this ground that Paul argues the impossibility of 
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justification hy works oflaw. In Rom. iii. 19, when summing up his argu¬ 
ment contained in the preceding part of his epistle, lie says: “The whole 
world is guilty before God,” *. e., all men arc chargeable with the guilt of 
sin. What follows ? The apostle tells us in ver. 20 : diort, x. r. there’ 
fore, by works of law no flesh ca n be justified be fore God. 

Must not this bo true? If the law of God demands perfect obedience, 
and its penalty is attached to every sin, then one sin ruins the hopes of 
man, and effectually debars him from justification before God, on the 
ground of merit or obedience. 

The npostlc Paul disputes with those who denied this, and who expected 
justification on the ground of their own meritorious obedience; comp. ix. 
MO, 31 ; x. 3 ; also Gal. ii. 16; iii. 8—13 ; Rom. iv. 4, 5. To say, then, 
that a man is not justified by works of law, is (with him) the same as saying, 
t Imt he cannot be justified meritoriously, i e., on the ground of merit or obedi¬ 
ence, Rom. iv. 5. But as faith in Jesus Christ, who died to procure mercy 
for sinners so that they might be pardoned and accepted, docs from its very 
nature involve the renunciation of claims to merit, and the easting of our¬ 
selves on him for gratuitous justification; so the apostle opposes the being 
justified by faith to the being justified by works of law, the former meaning 
(with him) gratuitous justification, the latter meritorious. Let the reader 
now carefully and diligently compare Rom. iv. 4,-5, 14—16; ix. 6; Gal. 
v. 4 ; iii. 11, 12, and he can entertain no doubt of the correctness of this 
representation. 

Wo lmvo then before us the object of Paul, in declaring that a man is 
not justified by works of law It is the same thing as lo say, ‘ No one is 
accepted with God on the ground of merit or perfect obedience to the law, 
fur no one has ever done all which the law requires.’ 

But does this involve the idea, that Paul maintains good works (*V/« 
ZyaOa) to be unnecessary for a Christian ? Nothing could be farther from 
his intention. Arc not his epistles filled with the most urgent exhortations 
to Christians, that they should be fruitful in good works? Compare now. 
for a moment, Rom. ii. 7; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Kph. ii. 10 ; Col. i. 10; iii. 17 ; 
j Thcss. v. 13; 2 Thess, ii. 17; 1 Tim. ii. 10; v. 10 (twice); v. 25; vi, 
18; 2 Tim. ii. 21; iii. 17 ; Tit. i. 16 ; ii. 7, 14 ; iii. 1,8, 14, etc. Compare 
the strain of Paul’s reasoning in Rom. vi.—viii.; and then say, is it possi¬ 
ble to doubt, for a moment, that Paul urged good works as strenuously as 
James, or as nnv other apostle ? 

Let the reader mark well, that lgya vo/xou, and t^ya ayatfd or igyot 
<x\<S7iu<; (1 Thess. i. 3; 2 Thess. i. 11),are two very different things; differ¬ 
ent not so much in their own nature, strictly considered, as in the use 
which Paul makes of them in his writings. With him, soya v6,ao u always 
designates the idea oi perfect obedience, viz., doing all which the law re¬ 
quires. But igya ayaOa or igya <r/mwg are the fruils of sanctification by 
the Spirit of Gud; the good works which Christians perform, and which 
are sincere, are therefore acecptablo to God under a dispensation of grace, 
although they do not fulfil all the demands of the law. On the ground of 
the first, Paul earnestly contends, nt length, in his epistles to the Romans 
and Galatians, that no one can be justified. The latter he every where 
treats as indispensable to the Christian character. 

In a word, when Paul is contending with n legalist, i. e ,, one who ex¬ 
pected justification on the ground of his own merit, he avers that iustitica- 
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tion by works of law or perfect obedience, is impossible. But when lie is 
ml dressing Christians, be tells them that good works are absolutely essen¬ 
tial to the Christian character. 

2. Come we then, in the second place, to inquire what is the meaning 
and object of the apostle James, in chap. ii« 14—2G. 

He commences by asking: “ Of what avail is it, my brethren, if a man 
say he have faith, and have not works ?” It is then with those who make 
pretensions to Christian faith, and mere pretensions, that the apostle has to 
uo. This is clear from the closing verse in the paragraph : “ For as the 
body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is also dead.” . 

T he characters, then, which the apostle James has in view, are of a 
kind directly opposite to those with which St. Paul was concerned. James 
is disputing with Antinomians , viz., such persons as held that mere specula¬ 
tive belief or faith,unaccompanied by works, was all whichthe gospel de¬ 
mands, lie tells them that this is not the case, and cannot be. II»£ appeals 
to the examples of Abraham and Rahab, in order to confirm the sentiment 
which he avows; and asks, whether the faith which they possessed did not 
co-operate with works, when they were justified. 

Observe now, that James does not once mention egya vogov* This is 
not the subject which he has in view. It is l^ya ^/(xrec^, and these only, 
of which he treats ; comp, verses 17, 22, 26. 

Mark again, that James does not at all maintain that faith is not essen¬ 
tial to justification. He expressly admits that Abraham’s faith co-operated 
with his works, and was perfected by them, ver. 22. Nay, he appeals to 
the very same passage of Scripture, in confirmation of this, which Paul 
appeals to in Rom. iv. 3, when establishing the doctrine of gratuitous justi¬ 
fication. The work of Abraham which James mentions, is recorded in 
Gen. xxii.; and it took place some 30 years after the words were spoken 
to him, which are quoted in ver. 22. By this work (viz., of ottering up 
his son), Abraham “perfected his faith,” and “ ltd filled the Scripture which 
says : Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him lor righteous¬ 
ness,” verses 22, 23. In other words: ‘The faith of Abraham was in¬ 
separable from good works. It shone out in the most conspicuous manner 
by them. And in like manner did the faith of Rahab exhibit itself.’ 

Janies, then, maintains that no man lias any good claim to the faith of 
a Christian, who does not at the same time exhibit good works; in other 
words, he avers that a mere speculative faith is not a real Christian faith. 

When thus understood and considered, how can he be regarded as con¬ 
tradicting what Puul 1ms said ? Paul maintains that men are justified gra¬ 
tuitously, in opposition to legal or meritorious justification. James main¬ 
tains that a man cannot be justified by a speculative and barren faith, hut 
that he must have such a faith as will produce good works. Paul is so far 
from denying that Christian faitli must produce good works, that he every 
where strenuously maintains the necessity of them. James insists upon 
it, that a man, in order to be justified, must exhibit good works as well as 
faith ; and that these are essential, in order to complete and perfect his 
faith. Where, then, is the contradiction ? 

Luther, however, thought that he found it; and he rejected the epistle 
of James from the canon of the New Testament on this ground, calling it 
epistola straminea . So did the Magdeburg Centuriators; and not a few 
recentcommentators have alleged, that contradicts what Paul tenches. 
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But where bus Paul taught that a man is justified by faith alone; and that 
evangelical good works are not an essenLial condition of his justification 
beforcTGocl ? I cannot find this doclrine in his epistles or in his discourses. 
To say that he has maintained the doctrine of justification without the deeds 
OK Til 10 i.aw is saying nothing to the purpose; for the meaning of this, as 
uhove explained, contains nothing in opposition to whnt James lias tauglu. 

In a word, Paul has taught us, that justification is not on the ground of 
merit, but of grace: James has taught us, that a faith which will entitle 
one to hope for justification, must be accompanied with evangelical obedi¬ 
ence. Both are true and faithful teachers; the doctrines of both are equally 
doctrines of the gospel. Good works , in the gospel sense of these words, 
are an essential condition of our acceptance with God; but outlie ground 
of perfect obedience to the divine law, no one ever was or will be accepted. 

For a more ample discussion of the subject of this Excursus, the reader 
may consult the dissertation by Dr. Knapp, Bib. Repos. 111., pp. 189scq.; 
and also the recent one by C Froinann, Bib. ltcpos. IV., pp. G8o scq. ; 
where he will find references to various writings on this subject, und an 
examination of the arguments of those who hold that James intended to 
gainsay some of the declarations of Paul. 


EXCURSUS HI. 

On in Rom. v. 12 (pp. 209, 210). 

Among some of the older commentators, and even among some very 
distinguished recent and living ones, rwy., Flutt,Scholl, Reiehe,and others, 
the position has been strongly asserted, that Jataro; cun here mean only 
the death of the body, Reiehe has summed up the arguments ; and we 
may therefore consider briefly bis reasons. (1) 4 No explanation added to 
Jroaro; leads us to suppose the literal and usual meaning is not to be here 
admitted/ But in verses 1.1—10, an antithesis to Jdvaro;, or (what is ut 
the same import) to x»/'aa, xdraxttpai &c., shows beyond all reasonable 
question that the death is such an one as is the opposite of teu/ni/uj in life 
and justification auto life. Cun this be mere temporal death : (2) ‘The 
connexion leads ns to construe ^uvaro; as meaning temporal death only.' 
And whut is this? It is, that in ver. 10 Jdvar oc is used to designate the 
physical death of Christ. Can Prof. Reiehe show us that 'Sdvaroi is capa¬ 
ble of any other meaning, as applied to Christ? Ami because the apostle 
from necessity uses the term literally in one case, can he not employ it in 
a secondary or tropical sense in another P Especially cannot Paul besnp- 
posedtodo this, whoso often employs the same word in different sensos,even 
in the same sentence? (il) 4 Paul elsewhere considers physical death as a 
great evil or enemy, which Christ came to destroy/ lie appeals to Rom 
vi. 21 in proof of this ; nn unfortunate appeal, inasmuch as the antithesis 
in ver. 22 is £u>ri atwvtog; also to 2 Tim. i. t) (which says nothing concern¬ 
ing the subject); also to 2 Cor.v. 1 ; 1 Cor. xv. 54, which relate to the re¬ 
surrection. But what should lead Paul or others to suppose, that because 
Christ liberates the body from its death, he does not liberate the soul also 
from the death that lias befallen it ? Or how cuii the prool that Christ 
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does one thing, prove that he does not perform another, provided it be not 
the opposite of the first ? Or how can it bo shown, that because ^dvurot 
sometimes designates the death of the body y that it never designates the 
death of the soul? (4) ‘The apostle speaks according to Jewish views 

merely; and the Jews held that temporal death was introduced by Adam.* 
The answer to this is, that the Jews of his time probably did believe that 
temporal dealh was connected with Adam’s fall ; as Wisd. i. 13, ii. 24; 
ISirac. xxv. 24, xli. 3, would seem to show. Yet to this hour, so far as the 
e (forts of the learned are concerned, no uniform and consistent views among 
the Rabbins are made out. Vitringa (Observ, Sac. III. 8, 9), Siisskind 
(Mftgaz. St. 13), Bartoloccius (Biblioth. Rabb. V. II. pp. 47 seq.), anil 
others, have maintained that the Rabbins reject the common doctrine of 
connexion with Adam and derivation of evil from him; while many others 
(ns Tholuck, Reiche, and many quoted by them) endeavour to show that 
they held, either that our temporal death was occasioned by Adam’s fall, 
or that our moral corruption and physical death both sprung from him; 
fur both of these opinions are avowed among the Rabbins. But what has 
all this to do with the meaning of Paul ? He might assert what was gene¬ 
rally believed by the Jews of his day in relation to the point in question, 
or he might contradict what they believed. In his epistle he has often 
done both, in respect to many points. He must be left, then, to be ex¬ 
plained by himself, and by the general nature of the Scriptural idiom; 
which docs not here decide for temporal death only. (5) ‘The exegesis 
which explains Scaaroj ns meaning all evil of every kind, mixes the figura¬ 
tive and literal together, and therefore is improbable.’ Then which 
means (in its secondary sense) happiness , and implies continued life at the 
same time, is improperly used; and every word whose tropical sense is en¬ 
larged beyond its literal one while it is built upon it, is wrongly employed. 
IIow far can we proceed in the interpretation of Scripture on such a 
ground as this? 

Such are the arguments by which the usual exegesis is assailed. Let us 
see what is said by the assailants, in answer to arguments adduced upon 
the other side of the question. («) ‘ Physical death is not removed by 
Christ; it is still universal.* To this Reiche answers, that ‘it is not indeed 
removed ; but it will be at the resurrection ; and it will be abolished even 
here, at Christ’s second coming [viz., to reign on earth].' That is, the 
mischiefs of temporal death will in someway be repaired; but those mis¬ 
chiefs are not prevented. Is this ull then that verses 15 — PJ mean? (b) 
‘Eternal life in ver. 21 is the antithesis of S dvarog , which therefore must 
mean something besides the death of the body.’ To this Reiche replies, 
that eternal lije is merely the reunion hereafter of body and soul, and their 
continued existence. If it be urged that happiness is meant by lijv, then, 
he says, we may reply, that the blessings procured by Christ are much 
greater than the mischief oc casioned by Adam, which was mere temporal 
dealh; see verses 15, 16. But on this 1 would remark, that the excess of 
the blessings ns specificated by the apostle, has reference to the evils oc¬ 
casioned by one sin, and to the forgiveness extended to many; which is a 
different view of the subject from that which Reiche gi\es. (c) Finally 
'Sdwros devrtgo; in Apoe. ii. 11, al., is disposed of by Reiche, by saying, 
that ‘it may mean (according to the Rabbins) a second actual death of the 
body after the first resurrection ; or if it does not mean this, we cannot 
conclude from the mode of expression a r*- istvfgo;) wlmt simple IKno 
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roc must mean.’ But to me it seems the reverse. The writer of the Apo¬ 
calypse, in order to remove all doubt respecting his meaning, when lie 
mentions ^avaros as the reward of sin, adds founds for this very purpose. 

I am well aware that the passage in 1 Cor. xv. 22,“For as in Adam all 
die, so in Christ shall all be made alive/' has often been adduced, in order 
to show that ~)uvarot in the passage before us means only the doath of the 
body. But with Toollner and Itoppe I may venture to say, that because, 
in discussing the subject of the resurrection (the resurrection of Christians 
only), the apostle represents Adnm as having introduced the death of the 
body, it does not follow, that in another epistle, when treating of quite a 
different topic, and intending to show the full extent of the benefits pro¬ 
cured by the death of Christ, he could rot employ $<Wrog in its most ex¬ 
tensive latitude. Above all, this does not follow, when it is quite certain, 
that in the context of this last named epistle, and elsewhere, Paul docs be¬ 
yond all doubt employ ^tdvareg in its most enlarged sense. It lies, more¬ 
over, on the face of the whole antithesis which lie makes in verses 12—IP, 
that his object is to exalt the 3/xa/^aa of Christ, by showing the greatness 
of the xaraxciaa from which lie delivers us, and which was occasioned by 
Adam. Bui how is this object effected in any important measure, in case 
baiaro: means no more than the dissolution of our mortal bodies? a thing, 
by the way, from which none are at all delivered; 

On the whole, I regard the case as one which scarcely admits of a doubt 
on the ground of philology, or of the first principles of theology. When 
Adam sinned, death K was threatened. Now is the death of the body the 
only penalty of sin? If not, then more was meant than this; and the 
most rational exegesis seems to be that which we are so often obligt d 
elsewhere to adopt, viz., that evil of every kind was threatened. In regard 
to the Sava roc which came upon the posterity of Adam, it was of the same 
nature; it was fully inflicted, or rather the penalty fully attached, where 
they actually sinned, as ver. 12 itself shows; and even where they did nut 
actually sin, there was subjection still to death in as high a measure as the 
nature of the case admitted. 

3VIr. Barnes, in his recent work op the Romans, maintains that the penalty 
in question was spiritualwsxvcW ns temporal death ; but bethinks that Adam, 
from his inexperience and the novelty of bis state, could not have known the 
extent of the penalty, or have supposed it to he more than temporal death. 
But there are several difficulties in the way of this supposition. How can 
we conceive of Adam and Kve, just come from the hands of their Creator, 
who made all things to be “very good,” as being inferior in respect to under¬ 
standing or ns to any human perfection which does not depend merely on 
experience ? Spontaneously am I led to regard these as the very beau ideal 
of the human race. Then, moreover, Adam could no more have been 
fully acquainted with the death of the body, at that time, than of the soul. 
That he did not know tho full extent of the evil threatened, we may admit; 
for who of our race now living knows this, after all the light that has 
been given? But that he knew what death meant, in a sense like to that 
in which we now know wlint eternal death means, I must suppose from the 
very nature of the case. IIow would it consist with the integrity and 
open dealing of the legislator, to conceal from his subjects the main part 
of the evil which they would incur by disobedience? The death of the 
soul, as meaning the extinction of it, we cannot suppose Adam to huv« 
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believed, unless he was left to be grossly ignornnt of his own nature. Nor 
caii we well suppose him to have been left unacquainted with the very 
highest motive to obedience, so far penalty is concerned; I mean the 
evil to body and soul, consequent upon disobedience. In a word, his own 
accountability, immortality, and exposure to misery by sinning—exposure 
to continued misery—we must suppose to have been revealed to him, 
unless we maintain that the Creator withheld from him who was made in 
liia own image the first elements of moral knowledge, and also kept out of 
liis view powerful motives to continue in a state of obedience. How can 
we consistently make such a supposition ? 

Another difficulty in respect to the present subject deserves notice before 
we leave it. It is suggested by the following statement: ‘If the miseries 
of the present life and the death of the body be a part of the penally 
threatened to Adam, then the subject is implicated in difficulties like to 
those which have been already suggested; for if these be a part of the 
penalty of sin, how can that penalty be contrasted with the deliverance 
which Christ has effected, inasmuch as he has not effected a deliverance from 
the evils just named ? Must not the miseries of the present life, then, and 
physical death, be wholly excluded from the penalty originally threatened ?' 

Some have been led to exclude them by this or the like train of reason¬ 
ing; and especially because, as our context abundantly asserts, the bless¬ 
ings procured by Christ do greatly exceed the evils occasioned by Adam’s 
sin. Such being the case, they conclude that the death of Christ must of 
course remove the very same evils, in all respects, which were threatened 
in the original penalty; and as temporal evils and the death of the body 
still remain, and are universal, they cannot admit that they were included 
in the death threatened to Adam. 

But in reply to this I would remark, that it does by no means follow, 
that even those who become the subjects of redemption are to suffer none 
of the evils threatened against sin. The question, What would be the best 
means of training up men, who should be always sinless on earth, for the 
glory of the heavenly world? is something quite different from the question, 
How are sinners to be disciplined, in order that they may become fitted, and 
best fitted, for the happiness of heaven? A part of the discipline of the 
latter, (infinite wisdom has so decided it) must now necessarily be suffering 
and trial; and as included in this, we may also count the death of the 
body. Paul himself has told us, in the very chapter under consideration, 
thut the children of God have reason to rejoice in afflictions, inasmuch as 
they result in patience, approbation, and hope, verses 3, 4 ; and again 
he says, that “our momentary [temporal] afflictions work out for us :• far 
more exceeding and eternal weight of glory,” 2 Cor. iv. 17; and again, 
that “all things will work together for good, to those who love God,” 
Koin. viii. 28. So far as bodily suffering is concerned, for the time being, 
Christians may suffer as severely us others; and oftentimes they may be 
the subjects of severe mental us well as bodily sorrows; but all this finally 
promotes their spiritual benefit . Here then is the immense difference which 
Christ has made, between the effect of their sufferings und that of the 
suffering of the wicked. So far us misery in the present life is concerned, 
Christians may indeed undergo nnd do suffer some portion of that which 
the penalty of the law threatens; they are truly made to taste how bitter 
a thing it is to have sinned against God, and how dreadful the cousc- 
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quences of sin would be, if they should be subjected to them all. But still, 
this lesson is by divine mercy made highly salutary, both in weaning them 
from sin, and in preparing them for glory. To repeat the words of the 
apostle: “All things work together for their good.” In a word, although 
a portion of the penally of sin (in the modified way just described), is the 
necessary result in every case of having sinned; yet as Christ redeems us 
from immeasurably the greater part of the penalty, and makes that part 
of it which Christians do suffer, subservient to their own good; above all, 
since he saves us from every evil which appropriately belongs to the 
second death, no valid objection can be made against the declaration, that 
the blessings which the Redeemer procures, do not only exceed the evils 
introduced by the offence of Adam and consequent upon it, but also that 
the salvation which he has wrought is an effectual antidote against the 
curse of the law. Even the small part of this which the believer (as hav¬ 
ing once been a sinner) must necessarily undergo, t. e., the evils which in 
the present life he must suffer, is, as we have seen, converted into a means 
of spiritual good to him. This is sufficient then to justify the assertion, 
that Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the law. It is not necessary, 
that all and every particular of this curse should be included in such an 
assertion; it is enough that the very sufferings which Christians undergo, 
i <?., so much of the curse as they do suffer, prove at last to be only 
“blessings in disguise.” 

But if temporal death merely constitutes the whole of the threatening to 
Adam, or the main part of it, then has the death of Christ failed to 
accomplish the end which Paul asserts it to have accomplished, inasmuch 
ns all men without distinction are still subjected to it. Viewing this death, 
however, as only a very subordinate and inferior part of the evil threatened 
to our first parents; and reflecting that even this is made the occasion of 
discipline, which ends in good ; we mny without any serious embarrassment 
maintain with Paul, that the death of Christ has been the cause of bless¬ 
ings which greatly superabound over the miseries occasioned by the fall. 

The deeply interesting nature of the subject, the difficulties attending 
it, and the efforts of numerous commentators, among whom are some 
highly respected ones, to establish that interpretation of ^dvarog which 
assigns to it the meaning of temporal death only, are my apology for dwell¬ 
ing so long on the topics which this word suggests. 


EXCURSUS IV. 

On rvirot row psWovrog in Rom. v. 14 (pp. 234—236. 

In making additional remarks upon rvrog, I observe, (1) That the 
comparison, from its very nature and design, is in the way of contrast. 
A dam was the cause of sin and death; Christ of‘righteousness and life: t hose 
are the simple elements of the contrast. The apostle himself gives notice, 
immediately alter lie says that Adam was a rorrog roD g eXXoiro;, that he 
does not mean a type of something the same in hind y but an antithetic tvpo, 
or one in the way of contrast; for he immediately subjoins: 
tI iragu^rufj.a, x. r. 

(2) The same measure or degree of influence in bringing evil upon men, 
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is not to be attributed to the first Adam, as is to be attributed to the 
second in rospect to bringing grace and salvation ; jj ydgig ... siregioai'jtt — 
to xfiitj.ae£evbg ['rasaTrw/iaroc] tig xaraxgipa, to <5e ya^igfMa ex TroXXwrTaea- 
rrToj/xrlruv tig dtxaiu)/j.a ; and this last sentiment is virtually repeated again 
in ver. 17. Nothing can be clearer than this makes it, that the blessings 
of redemption predominate over the mischiefs occasioned by the fall, yen, 
greatly superabound. The measure or degree then of mischief and of 
benefit, are not what constitutes the Tv~og in the case under consideration. 

(o) Is it then, as I have stated in the commentary (p. 235), the extent 
of the evil on the one side, and of the good on the other, which is a point 
of resemblance held up by the apostle ? That is, does he insist that tiie 
mischiefs of the fall on the one side, and the blessings of redemption on. 
the other, pertain in any sense to our whole race wiLhout exception ? A 
deeply interesting question, and one on which hang sumo very important 
deductions. In answer to it, I would observe. 

(a) That all Adam’s race do suffer more or less evil in consequence of 
the fall; all have at least lost the original state of inclination to righteous¬ 
ness which belonged to our first parents, and all are subjected more or less 
to evil of some kind or other, even without their concurrence, and before 
any voluntary transgression. All come into the world in such a state us 
makes it certain that their appeLites which lead to sin will prevail, and that 
they will never have any real holiness until they are born again. Olliers 
would go still further, and say, that all are horn with a positively evil dis¬ 
position, which is itself sin, and one of the greatest of all sins, inasmuch 
us it is the parent of all transgression; that men have by the fall lost their 
freedom to do good, but not to do evil; and that all men, antecedent lo 
any morul choice or action of their own, are condemned to everlasting 
death, on the ground that they inherit both Adam’s crime and punishment. 
But without entering now into a discussion of these last points (for which 
the present is not the appropriate place), I would merely observe, that in 
some way or other,and in a way which has an important hearing on the char¬ 
acter and miseries of the human race, Adams offence has affected them all. 

(b) As the counterpart of this, it may with equal truth be said, that the 
blessings procured by Christ affect all the human race without exception, in 
some important respects* The suspension of the execution of the original 
sentence upon Adam, saved our race from immediate destruction. All the 
good that comes to sinners, the blessings of providence and of grace, the 
light of truth, the forbearance of God to punish—in a word, all the means 
of grace and the offers of mercy, the new dispensation under which “ God 
cun he just, and yet the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus”—are all 
the fruit of Christ’s great and glorious work. Manyof these blessings are 
common to all, and the whole of them are proffered to all, without distinc¬ 
tion. So far then we may truly say, the mischiefs on the one side and 
the blessings on the other ure co-extensive with the human race; and this, 
antecedent to or independently of any acts which are properly their own. 

(c) But it is important also to note thulthere arc spiritual blessings, 7. e., 
actual pardon and justification, which do not come upon all men without 
distinction, but only on those who believe. These blessings are indeed' 
proffered to nil; they are open to all; they are accessible to all. But they 
are not actually conferred on nil, they are not actually possessed and en¬ 
joyed, except by believers ; for he who believeth shall be saved , and he who 
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brlirreth not shall he damned . It is necessary, then, in order to become an 
actual partaker of these blessings, to believe; i. e.. the acts of penitence and 
faith, acts which are our own , are the conditions of enjoying these highest 
blessings of the gospel, conditions without which they cannut be enjoyed. 

And now—the other part of the contrast; which will not, perhaps, be so 
easily conceded by many of my reader?. Does the and highest part 

of the sentence of death, the second death, i, e future misery, which was 
threatened to Adam, actually come on all his posterity without any act of 
their own, without any real and personal concurrence with the sin of their 
ancestor? So the apostle docs not say; for he says that “death passed 
through upon all men, because that all have sinned; u e (as we have seen 
above), in their own persons. But you will say that the apostle affirms, 
in ver. 19, that “by the disobedience of Adam the many, u e», all, werecon- 
stituted sinners.” I grant this; I believe fully what this passage affirms 
But to say that Adam’s disobedience was an occasion or ground or instru¬ 
mental cause of all men’s becoming sinners (which I must verily believe is 
the meaning of this declaration), and that it was thus an evil to them all; 
and to say that his disobedience was personally theirs, or was reckoned or 
imputed as being personally theirs; is saying two very different things. I 
sec, no way in which this last assertion can be made out by philology. 

Besides; bow' utterly unlike, in this last case, would be the points of 
comparison? It is plain that none can enjoy the higher blessings procur¬ 
ed by Christ without tlie personal and voluntary acts of repentance and 
faith ; docs it not seem equally true, now, that none will actually suffer the 
higher penalties of the curse threatened to Adam, without Lkeir own vuluu- 
tary transgression ? If this be not the true state of the case, how can the 
supera bounding of grace, asserted so repeatedly inverses 15—17, be in any 
way defended ? If we say that sentence of eternal perdition, in its high¬ 
est sense, conics actually upon all uicn by the offence of Adam; and this 
without any act on their part, or even any voluntary concurrence in their 
present state and condition of existence; then, in order to make grace 
si/perabotnid over all this, how can we avoid the conclusion, that justifica¬ 
tion in its highest sense comes upon all men w ithout their concurrence? 

I am aware, indeed, that many commentators have considered Adam as 
being here produced by the apostle as the representative of all the human 
jace, and Christ as the representative of only the elect . But this latter 
position at least seems to me to be forbidden by the nature and design of 
the contrast, as well as by the language in which it is expressed; see the 
discussion on this point, p. 239 seq. Nor is there any need of resorting 
to this construction, if we take into view the suggestions above, viz, that 
on the one hand blessings arc proffered to all, blessings much greater than 
the evils occasioned by the fall, which blessings still can be actually enjoyed 
only through repentance and faith ; while on the other hand, eternal death 
is before all, i e., all are exposed to it from their condition and circum¬ 
stances, but some personal act, u e., some actual sin, must precede it. I 
Eee not well how to escape from this conclusion, unless we give up a part 
of the super abounding of the grace of the gospel, or else take the position 
that Christ is here presented as merely the head of the elect. But how 
can the first be given up, when the apostle so often asserts it? And how 
can the last be received, without doing violence to the laws of interpreta¬ 
tion, and to the nature of the contrast presented ? 
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In regard to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel, it must be 
particularly noted, in order to avoid mistake, that I do not construe it as 
appertaining to the number of its subjects , but to the number of offences 
forgiven by il, t. e ., the actual greatness of evil removed by it. It is a point 
perfectly clear, that the superabounding cannot consist in the number of 
subjects to whom grace isextended; for theevils of Adam’sfall extend to 
all his race without exception, and how can the grace of Christ extend to 
more than all? This makes it clear, that the superabounding has reference 
to the forgiveness of the many offences which men commit, and which ex¬ 
pose them to far greater evils than the one offence of Adam docs ; as it is 
asserted by the apostle in ver. 16. 

There is one other point, also, which should not be omitted in this re¬ 
ference to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel. This is, that the 
gospel places all men under a dispensation of grace , where penitent sinners 
can be pardoned and accepted; while a dispensation of law (such was that 
under which Adam was first placed), subjects them to its penalty without 
reprieve, for the first offence which they commit. It cannot escape notice, 
then, that we are now, notwithstanding the numerous and dreadful evils 
occasioned by the fall, under a far more favourable dispensation in respect 
to an opportunity for making sure our final happiness, than we should have 
been by being placed in the original condition of Adam. Pres. Edwards has 
taken great pains in his book on Original Sin (p, 324 seq.), to justify God’s 
dealings with Adam’s posterity, in charging Adam’s sin upon them, by 
endeavouring to show that mankind had a most favourable trial in Adam, 
and one which was much more likely in the nature of things to result in 
their good, than if each had stood upon his own trial. Now if there be 
any foundation for this, and indeed if we simply admit that each in a state 
of innocence must have been tried as Adam was, then the fact that he fell, 
und the conclusion thence to be deduced by analogy that they would fall, 
seems to render it pretty certain, that the whole of our race would have 
been involved in final and irretrievable ruin by being placed und a law 
dispensation, as Adam first was. Grace superabounds, then, above the evils 
of the fall, in that Adam lost for men only an innocent legal state—one in 
which men were on trial, and from which they might fall; while Christ has 
procured for them a dispensation of grace, under which many and aggra¬ 
vated offences are no bar to the salvation of the penitent, 

I speak of a legal state in which men were to be on trial, because I am 
not able to find one text of Scripture, nor any good reason, to support the 
idea, that if Adam had obeyed, all his posterity would have been born in 
u state not only of perfect, but of confirmed holiness. Where is one sen¬ 
tence in all the book of God which declares this? And how is any argu¬ 
ment to be obtained from analogy? The angels have had their trial,and some 
of them “ kept not their first estate.” The first human pair had their trial, 
when directly from the hands of their Maker; and they fell. Put suppos¬ 
ing they had not fallen, is there any ground to expect that their posterity 
would have been born in a condition better than that in which the first 
pair were created ? As far as we know any thing of the history of rational 
beings, so far it is clear, that it is an indispensable rule of divine moral 
government, that all should be subject to a slate of trial. If then the views 
of Pres. Edwards and others in relation to this subject are unsupported 
either by the Scriptures or by analogy, how can we admit them? It is 
not enough to appeal to symbols and to systems of divinity in such a case; 
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nor to argue ad vcrecundiam , by reciting the names of such as have pa¬ 
tronized a view of the subject like that which has now been examined. 
We must have Scripture, and argument drawn from it, and then we will 
cheerfully yield our assent. 

I return from this partial digression, however, and observe, that in re¬ 
gard to the extent of mischief on the one hand, and of blessings on the 
other, in the case under examination, so much is clear, viz., that a loss of 
an original state in which a predominant disposition to holiness existed; 
an imperfect state or condition of our nature, in which it is certain that 
the sensual passions will get the victory and lead us to sin, and certain that 
we shall never have any holiness without being born again; and also a 
subjection to many temporal trials and distresses; are evils brought upon 
all men by the fall—and on all without any distinction, and without any 
act or concurrence of their own. The opposite to this is, that men are 
placed by Christ under a dispensation in which they can be redeemed from 
the power and penalty of their sins (with the exception that more or less 
of evil is, and as things now are must be, temporarily experienced in the 
present world); and that all men enjoy the bounties of Providence, the 
calls of mercy, and the offers of eternal life; and thus much, without any 
act or concurrence of their own. This goes far towards satisfying all the 
demands which the nature of the apostle’s comparison requires. Indeed, 
wc might rest satisfied with this. All men have indeed experienced evil, 
in consequence of Adam’s fall; but on the whole all men now are placed, 
notwithstanding all the evils which they suffer, in a better situation to 
secure their final happiness, than Adam was in his original state of trial, 
when the consequence of one offence was irremediable death. 

If then the tuxos of the apostle is to be understood as having reference 
merely to evils and blessings that come on all Adam’s posterity without any 
concurrence or voluntary act of their own, we may find sufficient here to 
answer the demands of a rWog, But if any insist that the meaning shall 
be extended still farther, and be regarded as having respect to the highest 
penalty on the one hand, and the highest blessings on the other; then, in 
order to make out a real and true parallel, we must suppose that neither 
is the one inflicted, nor the other bestowed, without the free and voluntary 
concurrence of each individual, who sins and suffers for himself or on his 
own account, or repents and believes for himself so as to receive the high¬ 
est blessings which Christ bestows. I do not object to extending the 
tvxqc in this way, provided it be understood when thus extended, not of 
penalty in the higher sense as actually inflicted, nor of blessings in the 
higher sense as actually bestowed, but of exposedness to penalty on the one 
hand, and exposedness (sit venia verbo comparationis causa) to blessings 
on the other. How can any thing more than this be made out ? That 
everlasting death will actually be inflicted on all of Adam’s race, of course 
will not be assumed; and as little can it be made out, that everlasting 
life will actually be bestowed on all. 

The subject, properly considered, will afford relief to the mind, which 
is struggling with difficulty arising from the assertions of the apostle, which 
represent the blessings procured by redemption as being co-extensive with 
the mischiefs introduced by the fall. The evils and blessings in question 
are in many important respects co-extensive; and in their highest sense 
they are in this way regarded as being suspended on something which is to 
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be done on the part of man in order either lo suffer the one or to enjoy the 
other What hinders, then, that Adam in respect to the evils which he 
has introduced, should be contrasted (as Paul has contrasted him) with 
Christ in respect to the blessings which he has introduced ? 

After all, there are many serious and considerate men, accustomed to a 
different mode of representing this subject, who probably will not concede 
to this way of considering it. To them I may say, that, with the excep¬ 
tion of some whose views are excessive on this point, 1 have an apprehen¬ 
sion that the difference consists more in words and modes of interpretation , 
than in opinion as to the facts which are really true. They take it for 
granted, at the outset, that in all respects in which our present condition 
differs from that of Adam before his fall, in those respects it must be the 
consequence of sin; and to this 1 do not object; excepting that the latitude 
of the assertion “ all respects,” may possibly be too wide. What is called 
high orthodoxy maintains, moreover, that the disposition with whitfh we 
are born is itself not only sin, but a part of the punishment of sin ; and, as 
we could not ourselves sin before we had an existence, that Adam’s sin is 
imputed to us, and we are punished for it, by being born with a disposi¬ 
tion which is itself sinful, and which is also a part of the penalty of Adam’s 
sin impuled to us. The argument is, that inasmuch as we are born heirs 
of woe and heirs of a disposition to sin, this must be a punishment for 
guilt which is either our own in a strict sense, or our own by imputation. 

Now that men are born with a disposition that will certainly and always 
lend them to sin, in all their acts of a moral nature, before they are regen¬ 
erated, 1 admit as fully as they do. But the fictitious process of account¬ 
ing for this on the ground of imputed sin, which in this way becomes our 
own, is not what the Bible asserts or seems to maintain. There is not, in 
all the Scriptures, an instance in which one man's sin or righteousness is said 
to be imputed to another . If there is, let it be produced, and discussion on 
this point will then cease. 

The natural state of man I admit to be one that is destitute of any pro¬ 
per disposition to holiness ; and therefore, that man in his natural state is 
exposed to all the terrors of the curse. This is in itself a tremendous evil; 
it is also the consequence of Adam’s fall. But I can see no advantage to 
be gained by accounting for this evil in the fictitious way of imputation. 
The awful turpitude of sin is disclosed by the fact that the consequences 
fall upon the innocent as well as the guilty. The vicious parent ruins his 
innocent children; the wicked ruler plunges whole nations into wretched¬ 
ness. Is this fact illustrated, proved, or accounted for, by saying that his 
wickedness is imputed to these nations? Not in the least. The fact is one 
which takes place as the natural and regular sequence of wickedness, under 
the present constitution of things. But it helps the matter in no way to 
bring in the ficlion of imputation. 

So in tlio case of Adam in his posterity. All are sufferers on ms account. 
The original state of man is lost. A new one is come in, in consequence 
of his sin, which is fraught with danger and sorrow. It is certain now, 
that all who come to sufficient maturity to sin, will sin. This certainty 
has been occasioned by the fall. In this way “ all are made sinners by 
Lhe disobedience of one,” i . all are placed in a condition in which they 
will surely be sinners and nothing else, in ease of moral development or 
of ability to commit sin. More thun this cannot be made out. More ia 
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not even contended for by moderate and sober writers, whenever they lose 
sight of the doctrine of imputation. In proof of this, we may appeal to 
the fact, that they have made a broad distinction between original and 
actual sin. Why this ? Plainly because the human mind revolts at con¬ 
founding our own personal and voluntary acts as free agents, with the 
disposition that the God of nature lias given us, and in which we had 
no concurrence. But where does the Bible make two sorts of sin, we 
might well ask; two sorts so immeasurably different as these? The 
one free, voluntary, of our own choice; the other antecedent to all choice 
or action ? 

Then, again, the advocates for imputation do most of them concede the 
salvation of infants, who die before the commission of actual sin. Why ? 
Plainly because they cannot bring their minds to place voluntary sins on 
a level with involuntary ones. Pictet himself, strenuous as he is in ortho¬ 
doxy, puts the question, whether final damnation would ensue merely on 
the ground of original sin ? And this lie answers by the declaration, that 
lie does not believe it would. 

Of what use then is it to confound things by giving them one and the 
same name (sin), which we afterwards separate so widely from each other, 
and which we cannot help separating, without doing a violence to the tirst 
laws of our moral consciousness? It I might be permitted to suggest an 
answer, it would be, that it answers no other purpose but to keep Chris¬ 
tians separated from each other, and to perpetuate dispute about names , 
while as to things they are essentially agreed. Different mode9 of explan¬ 
ation they may adopt. In difficult and mysterious matters men will always 
do this. But why should we refuse to see, that calling certain things by 
certain names, helps neither to establish nor explain them. A fictitious 
ground for a resting-place, which is never adopted by the sacred writers, can 
never add to the peace or harmony, or valuable stores of theologians. 

In a word, it does not follow, because men are born heirs of woe and 
exposed to become actual sinners, that this is to be considered as individual 
and personal punishment (in the proper sense of this word) ; nor that 
any light is thrown on this mystery by saying, that they are sinners by 
imputation. Imputed sin and veritable punishment do not match together. 
Eternal justice is in no good measure vindicated by coupling them together. 
The mind remains, after all fictitious efforts of this nature, just where it 
was before. The facts are seen and confessed; but the mode of account¬ 
ing for them in this way, the mind is not obligated to receive, while no de¬ 
clarations of such a nature can be pointed out in the Scriptures. 

My positions are, that all men are born destitute of a predominant dis¬ 
position to holiness; that all who come to moral action will sin and always 
sin before regeneration; that this state of things is brought upon us by 
Adam’s fall; that suffering and personal sin, however, in such a world as 
this now is, are by no means co-extensive; that the tremendous evil of sin is, 
that it often affects the innocent (innocent in regard to the particular mat¬ 
ter that occasioned the evil) as well as the guilty; and that admitting these 
facts, we have the substance of the scriptural doctrine respecting the fall 
and its consequences. The quo modo , i. e the manner of accounting for 
such facts as these, I cannot regard us important, excepting that it should 
not be anti-scriptural. A mere law-fiction cannot help us here; and here, 
moreover, the sacred writers have not speculated; why then should we? 
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It is only when men hold fast to the position, than there can be no evil in 
the world which is not penalty in the proper sense—penalty in respect to 
the particular individual who suffers it—that they need to be embarrassed 
with the question, why we are heirs of woe, and of a disposition that leads 
to actual sin. Tell us then, all ye who assume such a position, Was Adam 
in paradise, before his fall, exposed to no evil? Did lie suffer none ? Posi¬ 
tive pains of body or of mind, I grant he did not suffer; but was it no evil 
to be exposed to the temptations of Satan? Did it prove to be none? 
Nay, I might well ask, to what greater evil could lie have been subjected, 
unless it was final perdition, than to be thus exposed to the wiles of Satan? 
Why then should we be eo often and so confidently told, that a//evil is the 
penalty of sin, and only the penalty of it ? It is not so; it has not been so. 
In a world of trials there is and must be evil of some kind or other, in some, 
degree or other; else trial is but an empty name. 

We need not be over solicitous then to answer the question, How oan 
nil the present evils suffered by men, or evils to which they are exposed, be 
accounted for ? That Adam’s fall has been concerned with them, or most 
of them, in their present form, is clearly and abundantly taught by Paul in 
the chapter before us. But in what way, L e., how far in all respects, and 
the modus operandi, this chapter does neither assert nor explain. Why need 
we do what the apostle has left undone ? To say that these evils come be¬ 
cause of imputed sin, is explaining nothing, satisfying in no degree the en¬ 
quiring mind, helping the case in no respect. It is only changing resob- 
scara for nomen obscurius . Enough that vve believe the facts , as simply 
stated; speculation beyond this has hitherto availed little indeed, and pro¬ 
mises but little for the future. 

I must make one more remark in this connection. The inquiry hasoften 
been made: On the ground that the evils of the present life and physical 
dcatli stand connected with the fall of Adam, how can it be that the redemp¬ 
tion of Christ does not liberate the elect from all these evils? In reply to 
this I would say to the enquirer: Mark well that Paul docs not aver, that 
the blessings procured by Christ do in all respects stand directly opposed to 
the evils introduced by Adam, so as to prevent their occurrence in any de¬ 
gree. Not at all. He only avers that blessings super abound, , and that they 
are of the like extent with the evils. We have seen that this is true; and 
we have abundant assurance, also, that all the sufferings and sorrows of this 
life, which the children of God are called on to undergo, will turn to good 
account at last in respect to their spiritual inleresls. This does not show 
indeed that they are not evils in themselves; but only that they may be 
converted into a blessing, by that infinite power and wisdom and benevo¬ 
lence which Imve redeemed man. It sets the redemption of Christ in a 
new and glorious light, that such are the effects of it; and in such a light 
it was the design of Paul to place it, in the paragraph before us. A9 : 
have before said, suffering and sorrow in some degree may be necessary (sc 
in Unite wisdom has adjudged) to our discipline in our sinful and fallen 
state, but they do not substantially detract, and they never can detract, 
from the actual superabounding of the blessings which the gospel has 
introduced, 

( I) The rvnoi is not between the person of Adam as such, and that of 
Christ. The apostle does nut undertake to compare the personal qualities 
of the one with those of the other; it is the act of one and its consequences 
which is compared with the act of the other and its consequences. It is 

2 o 
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iragavrupa, and xaTur/.Ptpa on the one side, and i 'jrruy^r, and 5/xa/oi/xa on the 
other. 

(5) The apostle nowhere declares Adam to be the federal head or repre¬ 
sentative of all his posterity; nor Christ to be the federal head of his spirit¬ 
ual children. It would be indispensable, indeed, to the admission of the 
latter idea, that Christ should be regarded as the federal head of the elect 
only. But as we have seen, the representations of the present passage do 
not admit of such an exegesis. The usual doctrine of the more recent Pro- 
testant symbols, in respect tothe federal and representative capacity of Christ 
and .Adam, appears to have had its rise in the time and in consequence of 
the disputes of Augustine; it was variously modified and represented by the 
schoolmen of after ages; it was however more fully developed in its pre¬ 
sent form at the time of Cocceius, who gave occasion to such a develop¬ 
ment by his manner of considering the covenants of law and grace. What¬ 
ever may be correct or incorrect in the more usual representations about 
federal head, it does not appear to me to be taught in the chapter before 
us, It is drawn from it, as all must admit, merely in the way of theologi¬ 
cal deduction. It is a deduction indeed, which in some respects, and in a 
modified sense, seems to present nothing inconsistent with scriptural doc¬ 
trine; inasmuch as all men are affected more or less by what Adam their 
first progenitor did, and also by what Christ has done in order to introduce 
a dispensation of grace. But we may safely add, that this particular form 
of expression casts no new additional lighten the difficulties of our subject; 
and, from the nature of the case, it cannot be justly deemed essential to a 
full belief in the Christian doctrine of depravity or of redemption, that the 
idea of federal representation should be urged. 

(6) Calvin points out two other points of dissimilitude between Adam 
and Christ, which he says the apostle did not think unworthy of notice, but 
which he omitted to notice merely because the turn of his discourse did not 
allow him to do it. These are («) “ Quod peccato Adac non per solam 
imputationem damnamur, acsi nlieni peccati exigeretur n nobis poena; sed 
trfeoejuspoenamsustineinus, quia etculpcEsumusrei , quatenusscilicet natura 
nostra in ipso vitiata, iniquitatis reatu obstrinyitur apud Detun, 

“At per Christi justitiam alio modo in salutem restituimur; neque enim 
id nobisacceptafertur qui intra nos sit, sed quod Christum ipsuin, cum bonis 
Buis omnibus, Patris largitate nobis donatum possidemus.” Calvin then 
adds (which those should note well who may hold that Christ's righteous¬ 
ness does in any proper sense become our own): “ ltaque donum justitiai 
non qualitatem qua nos Deus imbuat, sed gratuitam justitice imputationem 
significat.” 

( [b ) “ Altera [differentia] est, quod non ad omiieshomijtes pervenil Christi 
beneficium, quemadmodum universum suu genus damnatione Adam invol- 
vit.” He then goes on to state that the ground of this is, that “our cor¬ 
ruption comes in the course of nature (he means that it is transmitted by 
natural generation), and so pervades the whole mass ; hut we-must possess 
faith in order to participate in the blessings prollered by Christ. To be 
depraved, it is necessary only to he a man ; to participate in the righteous¬ 
ness of Christ, one must be a belie, er. The infants of believers have by 
covenant a right of adoption, by w.dch they come into communion with 
Christ; other infants are not exe npt from the common lot. Comm, on 
Rom. v. 17. 

Two more points of difference then. Calvin contends for, which are made 
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out in the way of implication. The first is this, viz., that Adam’s sin is not 
imputed to us merely as the sin of another, t. e n one which is put to our 
account, but that our nature has become vitiated in consequence of it, and 
tlie fault thus becomes inherent, and in a proper sense our own. [On this 
point he and Turretin are directly at variance, and with Calvin do Ed¬ 
wards and Stapfer take sides.] But the righteousness of Christ does 
never become inherently our own, for the pardon bestowed on account of 
it is simply gratuitous. 

Into a discussion of this topic my limits do not allow me here to go. 
Calvin may be in the right or in the wrong, just as one understands and 
defines his assertions. He denies that punishment for another’s sins is ex¬ 
acted of us; and here I fully believe him to be in the right; for punishment, 
in the proper sense of this word, and under a system of law which is strictly 
just, must ever have relation to one’s own offences. But sufferers because 
of Adam’s sin we truly are; for how else shall we account for it, that wq,are 
born destitute of a disposition to holiness, and possessed of one which (in 
case of moral development) will certainly lead us to sin? To say that 
Adam’s vitiosity is transmitted to us by natural generation, or in any simply 
physical way, helps nothing in the way of explanation, What matters it, 
whether we have Adam’s vitiosity, or another one tU if after all we 

actually have such a vitiosity as fact shows that we do possess? The mo¬ 
dus in quo of obtaining it, is a question of no practical moment; and it is 
wonderful that so much stress should have been laid upon it. How is the 
fact in question in any way illustrated, established, or vindicated by such 
a supposition ? The transmission of a moral character in the way of natu¬ 
ral descent is a problem that (to say the least) must always remain dark and 
difficult; for in a strict and proper sense every man forms bis own moral 
character. But the fact that all men are so born, since the fall, that they 
are disposed to evil and not to good, at the first opening of moral develop¬ 
ment, is n fact which universal experience testifies. With this simpl fact 
we may well rest satisfied. Speculation has not yet helped us to any ade¬ 
quate eclair cissemcnt, and, so far as I can see, is not likely to do so. 

In regard to tlic second point of discrepancy made by Calvin, it would 
seem to show that he regarded Christ as here represented to be the federal 
bead of only the elect. It is beyond all doubt true that the highest bles¬ 
sings of his grace are bestowed only on believers. But the question whether 
l’aul meant to confine his ritvog within such a limit as this, is surely onu 
which wc cannot receive upon simple assertion. Indeed the rv~og could 
scarcely be made out, if this view of the subject is the true one. Nor is it 
in any measure true, that blessings—a multitude of blessings—procured by 
the Saviour do not come upon all the human race. Here then is the anti¬ 
thesis to the mischiefs that come upon all, through the offence of Adam. 
But if wo advance to the higher blessings and higher evils: on the one side 
nre blessings which cannot be conferred without voluntary acts of penitence 
and belief on the part of men; on the other, then, why should we suppose 
that everlasting death will be inflicted unless men actually sin? After all 
that is said in favour of this theory, most men show their radical distrust 
in it, by holding to the salvation of infants and idiots, who die without 
moral development in voluntary moral action. If the rvrrog be extended, 
then, to these higher blessings and penalties, it would seem that it must be 
extended in this conditional way. In this way we can account for the 
apostle’s declaration, viz., ‘ that death comes on all, when all have sinned.’ 
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On Rom. v. 16 (p. 243). 

I cannot see that the considerations here suggested suffer any abatement 
of their force, on the supposition that the o/ oro/.Xo/ (on whom the blessings 
procured by Christ are conferred) comprises only the elect; as some stren¬ 
uously maintain. For the elect are never made partakers of actual pardon 
and justification, without repentance and faith; and these are both acts of 
their own, for it is not the sanctifying Spirit of God who repents and believes 
for them. And these are not only their own acts, but they are truly acts 
which constitute a conditio sine qua non of real pardon and justification. But 
how is it, now, on the other side of the antithesis ? According to the views 
of those who advocate the above sentiment, the very elect are partakers of 
Adam's sin and guilt to the full extent of final and eternal damnation, ante¬ 
cedently to any act or choice of their own. So, at all events, Turretin 
states this matter; and so, others who think with him. But, looked at in 
this 6imple light, how are the particulars of the Comparison to be made out? 
Or in what important respect is there any real r-jrro; left between the one 
and the other? The simple thing, that the act of one had influence on 
others, seems to be all that remains: the manner of that influence, the con¬ 
dition of it, its extent, the degree of causality or efficacy which should be 
attributed to it, are all thrown out of the question; and yet these arc the 
main points of importance and interest. When the question is put: * Whe¬ 
ther the influence of the Spirit of God in regeneration is efficient as causa 
principalis , or whether it is secondary or subordinate, i. e., whether it oper¬ 
ates merely as causa occasionalism* it is thought by most theologians to be 
a fundamental question in evangelical theology; and in my apprehension 
rightly thought to be so. In this case, then, it is not so much the fact itself, 
viz., that the Spirit of God does influence the sinner who is converted, 
which interests us, as it is the degree and kind and extent and condition of his 
influence. How can it be otherwise in the case of the first and sec >nd 
Adam? The mere fact that each had some kind of influence upon others, 
would seem not to cast much light upon theology, or to create much 
interest in this particular topic, or give much importance to the considera¬ 
tion of it. It is then the degree and kind and condition and extent of in¬ 
fluence, which constitute that which is of special interest or importance. 
But how are these to be at all compared, when things so diverse are brought 
together, as many bring together iu the present case? On the one side, 
many blessings are unconditionally bestow'ed on all men without exception; 
yet still higher and eternal happiness is made altogether conditional , even 
after all which Christ has done ; for it is suspended on their own voluntary 
acts of rcpentaucc and faith. But on the other, there is not only uncondi¬ 
tional and universal temporal evil to a certain extent (for this all candid 
persons would seem constrained to admit), but there is unconditional and 
universal sin, guilt, and misery, ill their ultimate and eternal measure, 
before any voluntary act at all of the nascent human being, and before lie 
is in any proper physiological and pneumaticnl sense capable of any free 
moral agency whatever. Nor can we, if we keep upon Turretin’s ground, 
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draw back from this statement, as some have lately attempted to do. This 
is and has been the dominant opinion among those who sometimes ciaim 
the exclusive right to be called the highly orthodox party in the reformed 
churches; as every man may satisfy himself who will read Turretin, Van 
Maestricht, or other writers of the like character. And assuming this 
statement for our basis, where, I ask again, is the rlnrag that remains, in 
any respect that can be a matter of much interest or importance ? 

Should it be said, as it has been, that the grand rucr og in this case is im¬ 
putation on both sides—imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity, and of 
Christ’s righteousness to the elect—the simple answer is, that this is not 
once asserted, nor even hinted (so far as I am able to discover) in the whole 
passage. Not one word more or less is here uttered respecting imputation. 
The proof of this lies in the inspection of the passage itself. Those who 
make out imputation, then, must bring it in upon the text, and not bring it 
out of the text by any laws of exegesis into their own minds or circle of 
ideas. Whatever may be elsewhere taught respecting imputation , it is not 
to be found here. And indeed with respect to other parts of the Bible, it 
is plain matter of fact that the Scriptures (as has once and again been said) 
never speak of any man’s sin being imputed to others; it is the impu¬ 
tation of one’s own sin or fault to himself, which they speak of (as we have 
already seen, p. 167 above), and not the imputation of the sin of one man 
to others who did not commit that sin. 

How can it be consistent now, that we should denounce others in severe 
terms, who, in order to make out their favourite tenets, do on any occnsion 
superinduce a meaning upon the sacred text which will support their own 
peculiar views; and yet we ourselves, who thus readily denounce this prac¬ 
tice in others, do the very same tiling in respect to the passage before us, 
where no declaration is at all made, that the evils resulting from Adam's sin, 
or the benefits bestowed by Christ’s obedienee, are by imputation ? Is it 
true, that the train of evils that result from the fall, are no more than sup¬ 
pository, i. e., imputed ones? And are the unspeakable blessings that come 
to us on account of what Christ has done and suffered, only imputed, i. e., 
supposititious ones, or at least are they only from a supposititious source ? 
Does not the mind spontaneously ask, Can imputed sin be punished other¬ 
wise than by imputed damnation, unless the eternal laws of right and wrong 
—of even-handed justice, are to be overturned and set aside? And must 
not imputed righteousness correspond with imputed happiness ? Else how 
can we join par cum pari? And what is the kind of moral government 
that we must be led to believe in, by this method of representing the sub¬ 
ject ? A world, not of realities, but of imputations; all as it were factitious , 
and nothing real and veritable as to the original ground of punishment or 
reward 1 Moreover, according to the scheme in question, while Adam’s 
sin is not only imputed to us, and thus imputed brings upon us the sentence 
of real and veritable death in its final and eternal power, and while there is 
besides this an inherent original sin (the penalty of imputed sin) which also 
subjects us to the like condemnation ; yet, on the other hand, Christ’s 
righteousness, although said to be imputed to us, is acknowledged as never 
becoming inherent (for then wc should be absolutely perfect), but is 
reckoned only as supposititious. Here then is par cum im pari. The two 
cases nre immeasurably diverse, and the real tuttoj seems to be much, if 
not altogether obscured. Must we not force our way, when we oblige our¬ 
selves to move in such a direction as this? 
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After all, however, it is rather the language employed, and the costume 
put upon this whole matter by Buch modes of* representation, than the real 
ultimate object in view, at least the object in view as conceived of by sober 
and judicious men, to which one may reasonably object. The extremes of 
the imputation doctrine do certainly lead to very serious difficulties; some of 
which are stated above, and many others might be added, if this were the 
proper place. It is enough to say, once more, that there ut not in all the Bible 
one assertion,that Adams sin or Christ's righteousness is imputed to us; nor 
one declaration that any man’s sin is ever imputed by God or man to an¬ 
other man. If this be not a correct statement, those who discredit it have 
the obvious means before them of correcting it. But if it does not need 
correction, then why should we be compelled to admit, as essential truth, 
the modus of stating a doctrine which has no parallel in the Scriptures; 
which we may therefore regard as not expressly warranted by the word 
of God; which is so obviously adapted to raise difficulties in the mind on 
the score of God’s justice and impartiality; which seems to resolve the 
grand features of redemption into mere arbitrary sovereignty; which counts 
things to be what all confess they are not; which seems also to present 
the moral governor of the universe as doing with the one hand for the sake 
of undoing with the other, and doing much—very much that is all-im¬ 
portant—in a merely fictitious way, and not as veritable reality; why, I 
would most respectfully ask, should we be compelled to adopt such a state¬ 
ment, unless the Bible absolutely demands it? Every Protestant, at least, 
is at liberty to ask this question; and he is at liberty to choose a different 
nv'de of stating the subject, until it can be shown that the Bible requires 
this mode, and this only. 

But I speak, of course, only of ultraism in these views. It is altogether 
plain that many, I believe I might say of most sober, judicious, and pious 
men, who have well studied this subject, and are attached to this mode of 
representation, use the terms imputation and impute only as a convenient or 
rather compendious method of expressing their belief, that the posterity of 
Adam have greatly suffered on account of his sin, and that they receive 
many blessings on accouut of what Christ has done and suffered. Could 
this be fully and plainly understood,so that no mistake would flow from the 
*se of the words in question, strenuous dispute about them would belittle 
more than logomachy , and quite unworthy of a sober man; for the thing 
itself, as thus stated, all men of what is called evangelical sentiment must 
agree and do agree. The objection to imputation and impute , as employed 
by ultra-theologians, is, that these word* (as they apply them) have no war¬ 
rant in Scripture; that they are adapted to mislead the mass of men as to 
the real truths inculcated by the doctrines of grace; and that the doctrine 
apparently inculcated by them is liable to many appalling objections, among 
which one of the most urgent is, that the sin of Adam and the righteousness 
®f Christ are represented as imputed in the like way, when after all the 
method is so exceedingly diverse, as wc have seen above. At least this 
latter assertion is most palpably true, when the consequences of imputation 
which are invariably connected with it by those who strenuously maintain 
the doctrine, arc taken into view. For as they represent the matter, the 
consequence of Adan/s imputed sin, is to be born an heir of damnation and 
of inherent sin; and the latter is regarded both as the punishment of the 
former and as a new cause for other punishment, and also as the cause of all 
subsequent actual sin; while, on the other hand, men are not regarded as 
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born holy on account of Christ; not even the elect are so born ; nor is there 
ever any inherent holiness in them because Christ’s righteousness is imputed 
to them. They are made really and veritably holy in part (not putatively 
so), by the sanctifying influences of the Spirit of God, on account of what 
Christ has done and suffered; so that their holiness is not in this case fac¬ 
titious, and the Redeemer’s holiness is not veritably theirs. If it were 
so, then perfect holiness would be theirs; and they could then present a 
claim of salvation on the ground of meetingthe demands of the law. Mere 
imputed holiness, however, never can answer proper legal demands; and 
therefore il'can never entitle sinners to a legal acquittal. Pardon isgiven 
altogether of grace; not on the ground of either real or factitious, i. e., im¬ 
puted obedience. The first of these sinners cannot plead; the second, law 
(as such) does not in itself admit. 

If any one should reply, as doubtless some may do, that Christ is and is 
called the Lord out righteousness; my answer would be, that heis atsametime 
called our wisdom and sanctification and redemption . Now he is by this 
representation made just as much our imputed wisdom, and our imputed 
sanctification, ar.d our imputed redemption, as he is our imputed righteous¬ 
ness. But what possible sense could be made from imputation as applied to 
all these? What is our imputed redemption? The simple meaning, then, 
of all is, that Christ is the author of the wisdom which the gospel has re¬ 
vealed; he is the procuring cause of the sanctification which believers ex¬ 
perience; he is the author of the eternal redemption of which they are made 
partakers ; and he is the Lord of their righteousness (hniatoowrf) in the same 
way, i. e., he is the meritorious cause of their justification or pardon. 


EXCURSUS VI. 

On Rom. v. 19, bia rijg tou kvbg xuTetfTvJytiar oi 

nroWol (pp. 258, 259). 

Thus much for the simple meaning of the word xaremt<V av. The sum 
ot the meaning conveyed by the whole declaration still remains in some 
measure to be ascertained. Those who are familiar with the idiom of the 
original Scriptures must know, that causation of every degree andkind was 
usuully expressed by the Hebrews in one and the same way. We are ac¬ 
customed, when we wish lor nice distinctions, to speak oi efficient or princi¬ 
pal cause, and of secondary or instrumental ov occasional cause, &c. But it 
is not so generally in the Scriptures. 4 God moves David to go and num¬ 
ber Israel, and Satan moves David to go and number Israel.’ The very 
same verb is applied to both ngents in this case. So ‘ the Lord hardened 
Pharaoh’s heart, and Pharaoh hardened his own heart;’ see Exod. vii. 13, 
ix. 12, x. 1, 20, 27, xi. 10, xiv. 8; Rom. ix. 18; Deut. ii. 30; Isai. lxiii. 
17 ; John xii. 40. So evil is ascribed to God, botli moral and natural; 2 
Sam. xii. 11, xvi. 10; 1 Kings xxii. 22; Josh. xi. 20; Ps. cv. 25; 1 Kings 
xi. 23, xxiv. 1. In like manner God is said to give men a new heart, and 
they are commanded to ‘mAke to themselves a new heart;’ the Spirit of God 
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is said to convince, and convert, and regenerate the sinner; and the same 
thing is often ascribed, for the most part in the like words, to the gospel 
and to the power of divine truth. Now he who has not carefully noted and 
weighed these obvious and highly important facts, is in great danger of making 
out in some way a very partial system of theology, and of contradicting 
in his exegesis of one part of theBible, what the sacred writers have affirmed 
in another. 

To apply this to the case before us. Were constituted sinners means, that 
Adam was, in some sense or other, the cause or occasion of his posterity 
becoming sinners. But whether this was through a degradation of their 
nature physically propagated down from father to son; or whether it was 
(asChrj'sostom, (Ecumenius, Pelagius, Erasmus, and others have maintained 
although with high improbability), only by virtue of the example which he 
set; or whether it was in some other way, is not determined by the lan¬ 
guage of the text. Such expressions, as we have seen above, do not de¬ 
termine of themselves either the degree or the hind of causality. Principal 
or subordinate causation in this case may either of them be expressed by 
the phrase bid rrig^y.art<jrdOr t cav. The strenuous advocate for imputation 
avers, however, that the posterity of Adam were constituted sinners, by his 
offence being imputed to them ,, and their being treated as though they had 
committed it . 

But when I look at the nature of this case, and ask what language the 
apostle would most probahly have employed, had he designed to convey 
such a meaning, I am constrained to say, that the case can hardly be sup¬ 
posed with probability, that he would have employed merely such language 
ns that before us, when other modes of expression more explicit and obvious 
were within his reach. " On iv aurw a/xasrwXo/ i\oy'i<jt&r i Ga.v — on avroTg 
iXoyisOri 7 } a/xagv/a ccvrov- —or else on $<jav b-robr/.oi bid 7%g dpaeriag auroD, 
or something equivalent to these expressions, might, not to say must, have 
been added after oi croXXoq so as to prevent all mistake. But as the matter 
now is, with the necessarily active sense of a/xasvwXo/, the language itself 
cannot lead us philologically to the supposition of an imputation scheme of 
sin. The language does by usus loquendi and the necessity of the case im¬ 
port, that Adam’s offence is in some way concerned with making men to 
be sinners, not that it caused them to be so reputed or dealt with when they 
werenotsinners. IIowcan constituting a man a sinner, or making him such, 
mean merely imputing the sin of another to him, i. e counting that to be 
his which actually is not ? 

The improbability of this mode of interpretation, moreover, is rendered 
far greater in consequence of the fact, that there is not in all the Bible a 
single declaration that one man’s sin or righteousness is ever imputed to 
another. How can we regard then a/xa^rcuXo/ xarscrddriffav as meaning were 
made sinners by imputation , when there is not such a declaration or phrase 
in all the Scriptures besides? Having followed 3uTI and \oyiXopai througli 

the concordances, I hesitate not to challenge a single example which is 
fairly of this nature in all the Bible. 

Are we then to decide such a matter of philology by a priori maxims of 
theology—and of theology patristic or S 3 r mbolistic only? That part of 
human symbols which I regard as the mostdeeisive mid authoritative of all, 
is the one which declares that the Scriptures are the sufficient a/ui only 
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Title of faith and practice. Imputation here is evidently brought in upon 
tlie text; the apostle has not left us a single intimation in the context that 
l»e puts this sense on the words d/AagrcoXoi xaTe<Trdi)i)<rav. Nor can the words 
naturally bear this sense. That men should be constituted or made sinners 
by the disobedience of Adam, most naturally means, I had almost said, must 
necessarily mean, that in some way his offence so affected them as that they 
become actual sinners in propria persona . Now is any thing more common 
than this mode of expression? ‘A man of vicious character,’we say, ‘cor¬ 
rupts his whole family. A profligate of winning exterior corrupts the whole 
neighbourhood of youth around him. One sceptic makes many doubters 
in revelation. The example of a bad man has a tendency to render others 
vicious. Sinners entice others to join with them. Voltaire made half of 
literary Europe sceptical.’ Now in these and a thousand other like ex¬ 
pressions, we do mean to assert an active influence, a real causality in some 
proper sense, of the evil done or spoken. Yet we never once think, for 
example, of Voltaire’s scepticism being imputed to half of literary Europe ; 
nor do we once imagine, that any of the classes above named as being cor¬ 
rupted are corrupted without any voluntary agency of their own. The sin of 
corrupt feelings and affections is entirely their own; it matters not what the 
causes were which operated on them, so long as they were after all left to 
their own choice whether they would yield to the excitement or resist it. 

So far then as the force oi language is concerned, the expression u/Aagrw\oi 
K<x.TiffTd^r,ffav can never be proved to mean that Adam’s posterity were made 
.sinners only by imputation. Indeed it must mean something more than 
this and different from it. It is real and not fictitious and merely putative 
sin, of which the apostle is here speaking; as we may see by appealing to 
ver. 12, and to the nature of the case and the meaning of ajuagnoXol. 

In what way, then,does Adam’s sin operate, in order to produce the effect 
which the apostle attributes to it? The degree, the extent, and nature of 
this influence, seem all to bo laid open in the text. It amounts to such a 
degree as to involve us in a ruinous state or condition; it extends to all the 
posterity of Adam; it is a cause or ground of moral depravation, for it is 
t he cause or occasion of all men’s coming into condemnation, and therefore 
it must be a cause of their becoming sinners. But after all, the modus 
operandi is not declared by the apostle. He does not say, whether the oper¬ 
ation of Adam’s sin is on our physical or mental constitution; or whether 
it has influence merely on the condition in which we are placed, as being 
expelled from paradise and surrounded by peculiar temptations; nor whe¬ 
ther it is example merely of Adam which we copy; and therefore a man 
may believe all that Paul has here taught, who refrains from speculations 
on any of these points, or on any others of the like nature, because he be¬ 
lieves that nothing is to be gained by it. Better indeed would it have been 
for the quiet of the churches, if ninny had entirely refrained from all the 
particular modes of explanation which they have urged; for the danger is 
great that we may not only substitute our own individual belief and specu¬ 
lations for essential doctrines of the Scriptures here, but also for a com¬ 
mentary upon the text, and then elevate what we have thus superadded 
to an eminence far above the text itself. 

It is not then from the text or context here that w f e can explain the modus 
operandi of Adam’s sin. But from facts elsewhere disclosed and well known 
by observation we may learn, that all men are now born destitute of a holy 
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disposilion, i. e., a disposition that would lead them to obey the divine law. 
Our nature then is degenerate and fallen; and what can have rendered it so 
hut sin? Then, again, Adam's sin occasioned the expulsion of our race 
from paradise; the ground was cursed on account of this; we are now born 
in a state in which we arc every where surrounded and assailed by tempta¬ 
tions: we have no predominant inclination or disposition to resist them, 
although we have the physiological and psychological power to do so; and 
for all these reasons (and these are enough to account for the fact without 
the aid of imputation ), all men are constituted, or do become sinners That 
they are actual sinners in the womb, before they are capable of moral know¬ 
ledge and action, Paul has expressly denied in Rom. ix. 11, “The children 
being not yet born, neither having done any good or evil.” Even those who 
make two sorts of sin, viz., original and actual , would seem virtually to admit 
the truth which the apostle here affirms, if they admit infants to be guilty of 
onl yputative sin. But still, that men are born with a disposition that will lead 
them to sin, or occasion them to sin, is altogether certain from Sci ipLure and 
from fact. Now this is a state the opposite of that in which Adam w as cre¬ 
ated; for his predominant disposition was that which led to holy action. 
What then can the apostle refer to when he makes the affirmation in our text, 
unless it be to facts like those that are stated above? And we may safely 
admit these facts; inasmuch as they are confirmed by Scripture, and by every 
day’s experience. But the modus operandi by which they are brought, abut, 
must still remain, in many respects, entirely hidden from our view. AY by 
should we w'aste our time and talents, and spoil our benevolent feelings 
towards others, in pushing our speculations where the sacred writers have 
not led the way, and where facts will not warrant us in pushing them? 

One more remark of a philological nature should be made on the manner 
in which causality is stated in this verse, viz. did rijg < 7 agaxor l g. Bretschneider 
(Dogm. II., p. 53) says, that the apostle by using did means to signify that 
he regards Adam’s offence only in the light of an instrumental cause. I cannot 
111 ink this mode of proof, however, to be valid; for that did may stand be¬ 
fore a Genitive which denotes principal cause, is sufficiently plain from ex¬ 
amples in John i. 3. iii. 1 7; Rom. xi. 36, i. 5; I Cor. i. 9; Gal. i. 1; 2 Tliess. 
ii. 2; Heb. i. 3, di euutoj. But that such phrases as bid rragay.or,; xartordtlrr 
6civ cannot, from the mere form of the language, be made to mean principal 
cause,is not only clear from the fact that did before the Genitive usually de¬ 
signates instrumental or secondary cause, but from the fact also that cases 
occur where it w ould be absurd to construe it as designating causa princi¬ 
palis. For example: Paul says in Rom. vii. 5, rd riv apagriuiv, 

rd d i d rev vopcv, our sinful passions which are by the law. In ver. 7 he says: 
“I had not knowm sin, but did rov vopov .” In ver. 8 he says: “Sin,taking 
occasion did ry\g e^ro?.?jg, wrought in me all manner of concupiscence;” and so 
in ver. 11. Is the law then the efficient cause of sinful passions and actions? 
Yet the law had something to do with these; and it is therefore las usual 
among the sacred writers) reckoned as a cause or ground of them; but by 
no means the exclusive or principal or only cause. And so in the case be¬ 
fore us; if Adam’s sin as imputed to us, if original sin indeed either imputed 
or inherent (as theologians speak), be the sole and exclusive cause of all our 
sin, then what was the cause of Adam's first sin? He surely w r as not in¬ 
fluenced by original sin, in either sense that is assigned to this word. The 
truth seems plainly to be, that there was originally a susceptibility in our 
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n iInre of being impressed and excited by allurements to sin; else how hap¬ 
pened it that Adam was moved to sin ? Even the spotless Saviour was 
tempted; and if there were no sympathies in his nature like to our own, or 
rather, like to those of Adam in his primitive state, how could he be tempted, 
and how could the apostle appeal (as he does in Heb. ii. 14—18, iv. 15, 1G) 
to his sympathy with us who are tempted, ns the peculiar ground of hope 
and relief for us when we are subjected to temptationa? 

Tiie point of degradation and fall, then, would seem to develope itself pe¬ 
culiarly in this particular, viz., that our sympathies towards sinful objectsare 
now much stronger and higher than those of Adam in his primitive state ; 
such indeed as to render it certain that our moral acts will all be sinful, until 
we become regenerated and sanctified. This renders certain the great fact 
stated by the apostle, thatall m en become sinners through the disobedienceof 
Adain. But that they are actual sinners before moral action, can be made 
out when it is shown that sin does not consist in moral action ; and that moral 
action begins before birth, can be made out when the assertion of Paul,"that 
Jacob and Esau (when old enough to struggle together in the womb) “had 
not done any good or evil.” 

The reason why God made such a constitution of human nature, which 
would suffer in all its branches by reason of an act of sin in our first parents, 
lie has not given. We leave that to his infinite wisdom and goodness, cheer¬ 
fully confiding in the great and certain truth that he does all things well. 
We are concerned only with facts; and the facts are few, plain, and simple, 
if we receive them as the Scriptures have left them, and content ourselves 
without addition to them by our own speculations. 

Here I might close my remarks ; but the subjects of interesting inquiry and 
discussion are so many, that the reader will perhaps not be unwilling that 
some points not yet distinctly brought to view should be touched upon. 

The enlightened advocates of imputation do after all disclaim the actual 
transfer of Adam’s sin to his posterity. They are well aware, that the human 
mind cannot be forced up to such a point as this. But they do still urgently 
contend lor the idea, that all Adam’s posterity are punished for his sin, al¬ 
though they did not in fact commit it; and that in this sense therefore they 
are all guilty of it. Turretin’s view is, that Adam’s sin imputed is the ground 
or cause why men are born with original sin inherent , i. e., with native de¬ 
pravity; and this is in his view the punishment inflicted because of Adam’s 
sin imputed to them. And with him many others agree. But Calvin, Ed¬ 
wards, Stapfcr, and others reject the doctrine of the real imputation of 
Adum’s sin to his posterity, while they maintain that native inherent de¬ 
pravity is the consequence of it, which is chargeable to us as sin. This 
Turretin declares to be no imputation at all, t. e., a real rejection of his doc¬ 
trine. Rejecting_these views of Turretin, then, Edwards, in order to ac¬ 
count for it how all men come to be born with inherent sin, labours to show 
that there is a physical and psychological unity between Adam and all his 
posterity. According to him, this would account for the commencement of 
native depravity; and when commenced it isimputed to us as sin, and there¬ 
fore punishable, on legal ground, with temporal and eternal evil. But Tur¬ 
retin makes all to be punishment from the outset, and that on the ground 
of the sin of Adam which is actually imputed to his descendants. 

In regard to this favourite view of Edwards’s viz., that we are all physio¬ 
logically one with Adam, we may well ask: how then can we all be separate 
and distinct from each other? Are we any more separate from each other, 
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than we are from our first parents ? Pres. Edwards and many others have 
often and at length represented our connexion with Adam, by the figure of 
a tree and its branches. Conceding this for the present, wemay ask, whether 
the topmost branch is not more nearly and intimately connected with the 
one next below it, than it is with the root; and whether it receives the laws 
of its nature any more from the root, than it does from the branch immedi¬ 
ately next to it ? Then we may ask again, whether any law exists between 
the branches as they have respect to each other, that is fundamentally dif¬ 
ferent from, and opposite to, that law by which they are all connected with 
the root? Can the root communicate that to the topmost branch, which does 
not come through the next branch below the topmost, and conform to the 
laws of its nature? Or has the root some other mode of communication with 
the topmost branch, independently of that through the next intermediate 
one, and in conformity with the laws of its nature? 

Pres. Edwards says that the declaration of Ezekiel in chap, xviii., viz., 
that ‘ the son shall not die for the rather,’ lias respect only to the relation 
thatexists between Adam’s posterity, and not to that between them and him. 
I make the appeal, however, to all who have not a point to carry, and ask, 
for I feel constrained to ask : Would such an exegesis of the prophet Eze¬ 
kiel have ever been produced, except for the sake of a voiding the force of a 
consideration, which at least seems to overturn the doctrine of imputation in 
its rigid sense ? The whole doctrine of moral retribution, as built on the 
principles of moral justice, appears, at the very first view of it which is taken 
by our conscience and our sense of right and wrong, to be consentaneous 
with the principles laid down in Ezek. xviii.; and the representations of mo¬ 
ral retribution in the Scriptures surely accord with the views of that chapter. 

As to Pres. Edwards, notwithstandingthat he has in one part of his work 
(Orig. Sin, Part IV., chapter 2) strongly denied that there is any positive 
infusion of evil inclinations into our nature, yet he has, in another part of the 
same work, vehemently urged the universality of sin, as a proof that our 
nature has inherited a positive infusion of corruption from Adam; and he 
insists on this at great length, in the first part of his Treatise on Original 
Sin, as an unanswerable argument. In this he has had a multitude of pre¬ 
decessors and followers. But I find great difficulty in admitting the force 
of this particular argument. Just so far as the human race have had any 
trial in a pure and holy state, just so far the consequence was a universal 
falling from that state. Pres. Edwards himself has taken great pains, in 
another part of his book, to show that we had a more favourable trial in 
the person of Adam, than we should have had in propria persona . Of course, 
then, he must admit that wc all should have fallen, had we, like Adam, 
been placed in a state of holiness. The corruption, therefore, hy his own 
arguments, would have been just as universal as it now. is, if all men had 
been placed on trial in a state of innocence. How then can the univer¬ 
sality of present corruption prove that men have now a positive infusion 
of corruption and sin, which lias been inherited from Ailam ? 

I might even go farther still and aver, that if this argument from the uni¬ 
versality of coruption be a valid one to prove our native and positively sinful 
state; then the same argument will prove, that men would have been greater 
sinners if they had been born in a holy state, than they now are. For as all 
of mankind who were placed on trial in a state of holiness did foil; and as hy 
the statement of Pres. Edwards himself, it must be admitted that nil their 
posterity would have fallen in the like condition; and it is clear, that, wlieu 
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beings in a holy state sin and full, they are pre-eminently guilty; so. for 
aught I can see, Pres. Edwards himself being judge, the guilt of men would 
have been just as universal as it now is, if they had been born holy and 
placed on trial as Adam was; while the measure of his guilt would of course 
have been much greater than at present. For why were the fallen angels 
passed by, without any redemption provided for them, if their sin was not 
beyond the reach of inercy because of their previous holy state? And 
why did Adam’s first sin produce such tremendous consequences as no other 
sin among men ever produced, unless its aggravation was exceedingly greats 
in consequence of his having fallen from a state of holiness? And even at 
the present time, is it not true that the sins of Christians are, for obvious 
reasons, more blame worthy than those of the unregenerate? 

But to return from these partial digressions: What is more manifest, than 
that writers of the highest character, and most eminent talents, are disagreed 
as to the manner in which they speculate on this subject? And in all these 
speculations, is there not one radical error, viz. that they every where assume 
the fact, that no evil can exist in the universe, at least among intelligent 
rational beings, unless it comes from a sin in some sense their own as the 
cause; and then every one who suffers evil must of course in some way be 
made a sinner. Now I grant most fully and readily, that no evil would exist 
in the universe, had there never been any sin in any quarter; for God made 
all things very good, and made all his creatures to be happy. But when one 
part of his rational and moral creatures have sinned, they are not only mis¬ 
erable themselves, but they may inflict evil upon others who are innocent. 
This, as has before been said, constitutes the most abominable criminality of 
sin. When Satan had fallen, did he not tempt Adam and Eve in paradise, 
and in a state of perfect innocence ? And was it no evil to be subjected to 
the assailing power of his temptation ? Could any mere bodily pain, or even 
natural death itself, be compared to such an evil? It is true then, that the 
innocent are sufferers because of the sin of others. Yet who would say, that 
Adam and Eve were punished for Satan’s transgression? Still more: who 
would venture to say, that Satan’s sin was imputed to them? 

Can we not suppose, then, that Adam’s posterity suffer on account of his 
sin without being morally guilty of his sin, or without its being properly 
imputed to them? Do not facts before us every day show, that it is the 
nature of sin to do mischief to the innocent as well as the guilty? 

And how ure we helped, as to the real difficulties of the case, by the theory 
either of Edwards or of Turretin? When a sin is counted to be ours which 
is not so, then there is fictitious guilt and veritable damnation. Does this 
help to allay the doubts of inquiring minds, and to vindicate the justice of 
God? Or can a mere fictitious unity, which contradicts both consciousness 
and matter of fact, reconcile us any better to the mystery of our native de¬ 
pravity ? I confess myself unable to sec how such a forced mode of account¬ 
ing for fuctSy can help to cast any satisfactory light upon them. Not that I 
disapprove of or eondemn the general object of Turretin or Edwards; far 
from this; but I do not see how any more light is to be obtained with respect 
to it, by introducing fictitious guilt, or fictitious unity with Adam, in order 
to account for real and substantial evil. Why not remain content with tho 
simple declaration of the apostle, that Adam’s disobedience has been a cause 
of making his posterity sinners, and leave the ?nodus in quo by vvhich this 
is effected where be has left it, viz., without attempting to assign the spe¬ 
cific manner of operation, certainly without attempting 1o introduce a mere 
legal fiction, of which the sacred writers have given us no example ? 



590 


EXCURSUS VI. ON ROM. V. 19. 


The reader will not be displeased if I here subjoin some leading traits of 
the usual doctrine of the older Protestant Symbols, and a few remarks on 
some of the particulars which tbey embrace. 

I shall commence what I liave to Bay (which of course must here be only 
in the way of mere hints), with a brief review of some of the leading 
theories which have been proposed and defended, in regard to the in¬ 
fluence of Adam’s sin upon hie posterity. 

I. The usual theory of the Symbols or CreedB of the Reformed Churches, 
and of the leading reformed divines of earlier times, is nearly as follows: 
viz., Original sin consists, (1) In the want of original righteousness. (2) In 
the positive and entire corruption of our nature,!, e., in the existence of for¬ 
bidden lusts and desires connate with us, which are not only the punishment 
of Adam’s sin as imputed to us, but which also are positively evil in them¬ 
selves and deserving of damnation; they are, moreover, the root and ground 
of all other evil in us. (3) Not only have men lost original righteousness, 
and become by natural generation the subjects of desires and affections posi 
tively bad, but they have lost their freedom to do good, and are now free 
only to do evil, and in rebus civilibus . (4) All these evils, i. e., the whole 
of this state and condition, is propagated from one man to another by na¬ 
tural generation. (5) Hereditary depravity, still, is not a part of our eon- 
created substance; it is not one of the puranaturalia ;* but it is an invariable 
accident of the same. (6) The prevailing sentiment lias been, that the sin 
of Adam is charged to us; and that on account of this, as well as of heredi¬ 
tary depravity, independently of all actual sin, we are justly subjected to the 
penalty of the second death. Melanethon called this impia opinio , at first; 
but he seems gradually to have given way to it; Brelschn. Dogmalik II., 
p. 36, 2nd edit. (7) The prevailing sentiment has been, that original sin, 
as thus defined, is fixed, constant, invariable, unaffected by time or circum¬ 
stances, and uniform in all ages, in all nations, and among all individuals. 
Pres. Edwards labours abundantly to establish this idea, for substance, in 
part I. chap, i. § 2, of his treatise on Original Sin. 

The detail of evidence which would establish the correctness of this state¬ 
ment, is of course excluded from such a work as the present. I must con¬ 
tent myself with referring to the Protestant Symbols, and to the leading 
divines, especially the older ones, among Protestants. Some discrepancies 
have indeed existed, in respect to more or less of the particulars stated ; 
but of the more rigid school, nearly all, among the older writers, have 
concurred in the substantial part of the statement as given above. 

Difficulties not unnaturally arise in the mind, alter an attentive exami¬ 
nation of some particulars in this theory of doctrine; and they are some¬ 
what appalling. I proceed summarily to slate a few of them. 

(1) It is common for almost all the writers who advocate the natural 
propagation of Adam’s sin and condemnation, to compare it with the pro¬ 
pagation of certain tastes, defects, peculiarities of temperament, inclination 
to certain vices, &e., which are often and every where developing them¬ 
selves among our race. But, 

(a) It lies in the way of this comparison, that the propagation in ques¬ 
tion has nothing of the uniformity or extent which they assign to original 
siD. The son of a man who has one eye or one leg, is not born defective. 

* So the old school divines cull those qunlitics which ore essential to human nature t ns such. 
Whut inukeB a good man or a bad one, is one of the accidentia, oDd not essence: what is necessary 
tc luiike a man or human being, belongs to the jnira naturojia. 
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The children of mutes have perfect senses The offspring of almost brutal¬ 
ized parents are sometimes remarkable for opposite qualities. Nothing 
can be more variable, inconstant, and diversified, than every thing of this 
nature is. 

(£) If the descent of original sin is to be explained on such grounds, viz., 
the common law of parents propagating their own qualities; then why are 
not the children of pious parents also pious? At least, why is not original 
sin greatly modified and diminished in the children of such parents? Pe- 
lagius urged this question on Augustine; to which the latter replied: 
‘The children of Jews are born uneircumcised.' Pelagius might have 
rejoined: ‘The children of parents with one eye, are born with two;' 
and then the balance would have been again poised. 

When it is urged in the way of explanation and defence of this, that ‘ the 
law of propagation depends not on our immediate ancestor, but on our con¬ 
nexion with Adam,’ we may remark, that if the propagation is in the-man- 
ner stated above,!, e., agreeably to the physical laws of our nature, then why 
must not the qualities propagated depend on our immediate ancestor? Take 
now the favourite representation of Pres. Edwards, viz., the root and 
branches of a tree; 1 ask, then, does the topmost branch derive its sap 
from the one next to it, or immediately from the root? Again; if the law 
of propagation depends solely on our connexion with Adam, the difficulty 
is still undiminished. Adam became penitent after his fall; at least so the 
promises made to him, and the mercy shown him, would seem to imply ; 
and so most divines have admitted. Then as this happened before the 
procreation of his children, why did he not propagate to them his pent - 
tence as well as his sin, his reward as well as his punishment? These 
considerations serve to show, that if it be true that Adam's sin is propa¬ 
gated, we cannot appeal to the common and usual laws of our nature as 
to propagation, in order to support this idea. 

(2) 1 Original sin,* it is said, ‘ is uniform and invariable, in all circum¬ 
stances, ages, and individuals.' It is, then, strictly considered, not capa¬ 
ble either of increase, diminution, or modification. The most ardent piety 
diminishes not the measure on which it is communicated ; the highest 
profligacy does not add to it. The children of the most eminent saint, 
and of the veriest fiend, would seem to be on the footing of entire equali¬ 
ty in this respeet. 

How can one help asking, now, whether there is indeed any sin among 
men, in their present state (if perhaps what is called the unpardonable 
sin bo excepted), which is incapable of diminution, increase, or modifica¬ 
tion, by any actions whatever on the part of the individual who is the 
subject of it? Does the liible reveal to us any sin which is incapable of 
diminution by the sanctifying grace of God, by penitence, self-denial, and 
a holy life? Or which is ineapable of increase by abandoned wickedness? 
Yet if Pres. Edwards' views are correct, such a sin is tlmt which he calls 
original. The grace and holiness of the most pious parent, does not hin¬ 
der its being propagated in all its strength and uniformity. 

Tholuek (Uoview in Lit. Auzeig., No. 22 seq. 1834) avers that the ad¬ 
vocates for original sin, as stated above, have not directly taught such uni¬ 
formity as to quantity. I admit that in a direct way many of them have 
not; because the bare proposal of such a proposition would be likely to 
throw a formidable obstacle in the way of their views. But if this be not 
a fair and necessary deduction from wlmt Edwards has taught on this sub- 
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ject, then I am not able to make one. Tholuck appeals to Baumgartcn 
(Evang. Glaub. Th. n. p. 575), in confirmation of his averment. But llie 
very passage that he quotes shows that the different degrees (StufenJ of 
native depravity of which he speaks, refer to the different kinds of vicious 
temperament with which men are born, and not to the simple sum or quan¬ 
tity of vitiositas. Why some should have more and some less vitiositas (as 
Tholuck holds), he acknowledges to be a matter quite beyond our reach. 
And this is the very thing that I am aiming to show, viz., that to account 
for original sin by the simple law of natural propagation, is an unsatisfac¬ 
tory and inadequate account of it. 

(3) ‘Original sin,’we arc told, ‘is not concreated; it is not one of the pur a 
naturalia; it is mere accidence , not substance;' and yet it is ‘invariable, uni¬ 
form, always and every where.’ Now logicians tells us, that only substantial 
and essential qualities have such predicates as these last. Does it not seem 
like a contradiction, then; to assign to original sin a nature uniform and in- 
variable, andyet to deny that it is an essential part of the human constitution? 

(4) We are told that ‘original sin is the cause and ground of all actual 
sin.’ Yet we are also told that ‘original sin is uniform and invariable in all. 
Of course, then, all must originally be equally depraved; and under the like 
temptations, all must exhibit the very same degrees of wickedness. The 
same cause in the same degree must produce the same effect, whenever there 
are no special counteracting causes. But this is contrary to fact. Not only 
do men in a natural state, who belong to the same neighbourhood, but those 
of the same family, differ widely from each other as to the degree of their 
wickedness. How then can the cause exist, uniform in degree as well as 
nature, which does not produce uniform effects in the same circumstances? 

The real fact seems to be, if we may judge from every day’s experience, 
that all men have more or less a disposition that will lead them to sin, when 
they come to moral development. Nothing can be more certain than that 
all have some of it; and equally certain is it, that it varies exceedingly in 
degrees. If universality had been put for uniformity, there could be no ob¬ 
jection to the proposition. And in general, we may admit the design of 
those who defend this to becorrect, while their language is liable toexception. 

(5) If propagation be the ground of transmitting sin, then why are not all 
the siusof all our ancestors, from Adam down to ourselves, brought down 
upon us, and propagated to us? In this way, why must not the sins of 
Adam’s posterity for ever go on in the way of an arithmetical progression? 

The idea of propagating sin, then, in the simple way of natural genera¬ 
tion, is liable to some appalling objections; at all events it is so, if we in¬ 
clude the manner in which it has more usually been stated and defended. 

The reader must not be left, however, to misapprehend my design in prof¬ 
fering all these objection. It is not with any intention to set aside the fact 
that all men in their natural and unregenerate state have, and in all cases 
have, a disposition that will certainly lead them lo sin, under such circum¬ 
stances as those in which they are placed. Fact and the Scriptures decide 
this, in my apprehension, beyond all appeal. My design is quite a different 
one. It is to show, that to maintain the idea of a. physical propagation of 
sin, a physically propagated vitiositas which belonged to Adam after his 
fall; and to maintain this on grounds such ns belong to the propagation of 
simple pura naturalia; is an undertaking tlmt is replete with difficulties; 
so replete, that we had better confess our ignorance of the modus , than 
to engage in such un effort in order to explain it. 
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Nor have T said all that might be said upon this topic. Original sin 
Adam had not. He was created so as to be holy. His only sin was ac¬ 
tual, not original. IIo;v could he propagate a quality or temperament 
which was no part of Ids proper nature, i. e how could he impart that 
which he originally had not? 

Nor is this all. From whom does the soul of man come ? From our 
earthly parents or our heavenly One? Turrctin holds the doctrine to be 
even heresy, that souls arc propagated; and with him agree Edwards, Van 
Maestricht, and tlie great body of the reformed divines. Let us take the 
mutter as they represent it; and then we may in our turn be permitted to 
ask: When the Creator forms human souls, does he infuse originally iniu 
them pollution and sin, or not? To this they have all strenuously answered 
in the negative. ‘What God makes,’ say they, ‘must b a good. He cannot be 
the author of evil.* Whence, then, the vitiositas in question? Has thejna- 
tcrial body of itself, which is procreated by human parents, a moral cha¬ 
racter ? Here again they answer negatively. How then comes this native ami 
1*1 top a gated viliosity. Here Edwards and Turretin undertake to philoso¬ 
phize in different ways, which I cannot now particularize; but the result in 
both is this, viz., that the body, by its passions and desires, does so entice 
and win upon the pure soul which it receives, that it at last transforms the 
whole character of the soul, so that it becomes wholly and entirely vicious. 
Hut here again we are in no small perplexity. How can the weaker and 
moreinsignificant part so win upon and prevniloverlhc soul, formed at first 
(as they admit) in the image of God, or at all events free from every stain 
of pollution ? I low can mere matter thus overcome and so entirely vanquish 
spirit? A problem this, which ages and generations have not solved by phi¬ 
losophizing; and which we see no present grounds to expect will be solved 
by any speculations of this nature. The Creationists are surely put to their 
wits, when they come to these ultiuuitc questions; and the Traduciaus or 
Propagadonists (who have been lew hitherto) might be perplexed with many 
questions, which the proposal of their theory would naturally call forth. 

It would seem, then, that Turretin, Edwards, and others who think with 
them, do not after all admit, in the strict sense, of a vitiositg which is pro¬ 
pagated, or really original and native, but maintain one wUichissuperveuient, 
and which gradually comes in by the intercourse and union of soul and 
body, and the corrupting influence that tho latter exercises over the former. 

llut where are we now ? Is this the result of what such mighty minds 
have been able to effect, in the solution of this question ? This the light 
that they have scattered over this midnight region ? And must we say the 
sun in his brightness now shines here ? Or have wc yet to wait and wish 
even for break of day ? 

What then is the result ? It is this, at least in my own view; viz., that 
we have made no advance by all the speculations of eighteen centuries, be¬ 
yond tlm simple facts as stated by the apostle Paul. ‘Adam involved all 
bis race in a state of sin and death. They arc born in such a condition that 
sin will be their first moral act, and sins their only moral acts, unless divine 
grace prevents it. Adam was the original occasion and cause of this mys¬ 
terious and degenerate state of his posterity. But all these disadvantages 
under which they are now horn, are more than compensated by the glorious 
grace and mercy of the gospel.’ What do wc know beyond this ? Just no¬ 
thing, or nothing to any effectual purpose. Why not stop then with the 
apostle, and not hazard our speculations in accounting for facts, the manner 

2 p 
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of which plainly lies beyond the reach of our investigation ? Why not 
cease to require for such speculations all the deference that we are hound 
to pay to the high and holy decisions of eternal truth itself? When men 
come to believe more thoroughly that the Scriptures are the SUFFICIENT 
and ONLY rule of faith and practice , we may hope that more supreme de¬ 
ference will be paid to the Bible. 

II. Another theory is, that Adam’s sin becomes ours by imputation or 
putatively, while the consequences of his offence, i. e., punishment or death 
spiritual and temporal, are really and truly ours. 

This theory, in order to be consistent, should of course abandon the 
ground that Adam’s personal sin is propagated to us. In respect to the 
sentiment which constitutes the basis of it, I have already discussed the sub¬ 
ject of imputation in so many places in the commentary and in the prece¬ 
ding Excursus, that it would be superfluous here to resume it at length. 
That it is encompassed with more formidable difficulties, in respect to moral 
justice, than the first theory above examined, must be apparent, one would 
think, to every man who will seriously and thoroughly examine it. 

The obvious difficulties in the way of it are, (1) The sin in this case is 
merely putative, not real and actual. But what is the punishment? Actual 
to be sure, according to the statement of those who advocate this theory; 
and actual, indeed, in a tremendous degree. The punishment begins with 
our being; it is connate and innate, and contains within itself not only the 
commencement of a misery which is naturally without end, but is, at the 
same time, the root and ground of all other sins which we commit, and 
which serve unspeakably to augment our condemnation and misery. Can 
the human mind, now, well conceive that perfect justice would punish with 
actual and everlasting and inevitable corruption and misery, beings who 
are sinners only putatively , u e., in mere supposition, and not in fact ? All 
the elements of our moral nature set themselves spontaneously as it were 
in array against such a representation. It seems to be one of those cases 
which make it necessary for us to be made over again, and have new and 
different faculties, before we can admit its truth. Nor, 

(2) Can it be brought, in any tolerable measure, to accord with the views 
which the Bible gives of divine justice. How can we make it harmonize 
with the declarations in Ezek. xviii. ? Or with many other parts of the 
Bible of the same tenor ? But this is not all; for, 

(3) The supposition contains a Zenkov ergoregov within itself. According 

to the tenor of it, punishment begins before crime. It is coetaneous with 
the original elements of our being. It begins before distinct perception, 
and understanding, and reason, and moral sense, are developed. It begins 
antecedent to all sense of duty, and antecedent to all knowledge of moral 
rule. Such punishment, therefore, precedes transgression, for “ where there 
is no law, there i no transgression;” and surely there is no law, where 
there is no moral sense, nor reason, nor understanding, nor perception. But 
how can justice make punishment precede transgression ! “ The soul that 

sinneth shall die,” is the order in which heaven has placed the matter. 
Sin comes first; punishment is the fruit or consequence* By the theory 
before us, the reverse is the case. Punishment precedes all personal de¬ 
merit; and sin follows on as the result of our punishment! 

Nor is this at all relieved, by saying that * sin does not precede punish¬ 
ment, in this case, inasmuch as it is Adam’s sin for which we are punished; 
for this is only affirming that putative or supposititious guilt is followed by 
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real and actual punishment Ilow does this diminish the difficulty of the 
case? 

4 But after all,* it will doubtless be said, 4 you have repeatedly admitted 
the idea, that all of Adam’s posterity are affected by his offence, and have 
sustained great losses thereby, and are subjected to many evils. Why should 
you now decry the very sentiment which you have so often admitted?’ 

That I fully admit thus much, in regard to the present world and the 
sufferings of our present state, and also as to the moral degradation of our 
nature in consequence of Adam’s fill, I readily concede. But this is in my 
view something very different from proper punishment. The fall of Adam 
brought our race into a new state of probation, one exceedingly different in 
several respects from that in which he himself first was. The whole raca 
are now heirs by nature of a frail and dying condition; they are no longer 
in that state in which they are inclined to holiness. And this comes on all 
without any concurrence of their own. But this may still be regarded in 
another light than that of simple punishment. It is trial; it is discipline; 
it is probation sui generis. Adam has brought us into this state, I freely 
concede. But Christ has more than made good all its apparent or real dis¬ 
advantages. “Grace superabounds.” If evils come on our race because of 
Adam’s sin, more, far more, than an equivalent is rendered for them by the 
grace of the gospel. On the whole, then, our present condition is not to 
be viewed in the simple light of punishment for Adam’s sin; but that of 
trial or probation sui generis adapted to our fallen nature, and adapted to 
restore us to the original image of God, in which man was created. Not 
that in itself alone our condition would be such as I have now described; 
but viewed in relation to what Christ has done for us, it has become such. 
What would be proper to preserve beings, perpetually holy, in their pure 
and happy state, may be quite different, in some respects, from that which 
is necessary to restore beings to holiness, who now possess a fallen na¬ 
ture. All evil, or suffering and trial, in the present world, is not punish¬ 
ment; and all winch we have not brought on ourselves by our own sin 
and folly, may be well regarded in the light of discipline , which is 
adapted to our present condition. 

There is also an inexpressible difference between our temporary evils here, 
and the endless miseries of a future world. The theory which I am oppos¬ 
ing makes all our race the heirs of the latter, antecedent to any voluntary 
exercise of their own, and merely on the ground of Adam’s offence. Yet 
even here it does not generally preserve consistency. The salvation of 
infants, who have not been guilty of actual sin, is for the most part admit¬ 
ted. But why this distinction? The theory puts original and actual sin 
on the same ground as to turpitude, or at any rate as to penalty . Why, 
then, draw such a line of distinction? Here, therefore, the force of moral 
feeling aguinst such a view of the subject is clearly developed. Say what 
men may about merely imputed sin, the human mind cannot be made 
readily to believe in our real desert of damnation for what another has 
done without our knowledge or concurrence. 

For these and other reasons before given, I cannot admit the theory 
above exhibited; nor can I persuade myself that the same or as formid¬ 
able objections may be justly made against those views on this subject, 
which I have in various places already advocated. 

III. Another explanation of the meaningof Rom. v. 12—19 has been, that 



59G 


KXCwUSUJ VI. VS HO M. v. 19. 


Adam first set the example of sinning, and his posterity have only fol¬ 
lowed his bad example. 

This explanation denies the degenerate condition of Adam’s posterity, 
and places them, in effect, on the same gruiind with him in his original state 
of' holiness. But this is not only contrary to the numerous declarations of 
the Scriptures, but irrelevant to the subject which the apostle is labouring 
to illustrate. For if only the force of Adam’s example has led his posterity 
losiu, how can we account for the sins of such of his posterity who never 
knew any thing of his example? Or if example be the principle or leading 
cause of all sin, then whose example did Adam follow when he committed 
the Jhst sin? And why charge the occasion of our sins upon Adam, if 
example be the principal ground of them, when they should with much more 
propriety be charged upon those of Adam’s posterity who are immediately 
connected with each individual that sins? On the whole, this theory is 
palpably unsatisfactory, and insufficient to remove the difficulties in ques¬ 
tion. Especially must it be so considered, when we take into view the 
expiatory death of Christ as the ground of justification. For if, as the the¬ 
ory in question represents, the example of Adam was the occasion of the 
sin and death of all men, then must it follow, that the example of Christ 
is the cause of obedience and life to all men. This is, indeed, a doctrine 
which has been taught by some; but clearly not by the apostle Paul, nor 
by any of bis colleagues in office. A\ e come then, 

IV. To the simple facts and declarations of Paul and of the Scriptures 
relative to the subject before us. These are, 

1. That Adam’s first sin was connected with the sin and consequent con¬ 
demnation of all his posterity. It was, in some sen&e or other a preparatory 
or occasional cause. Setting aside the implication of this in ver. 12 (s/VSj/.Js 
. . . i5/ijX<)s), it is expressly asserted in ver. 15 that ru roZ hig -aeci-rutfictT.’ 
o/ croXXo/ acmlavo*, in ver. 1G we have to /Xsv xc.yxa ho; tig xaraxa/ia; 
l n ver. 17, tCD tou hi; T«sa-rrw/i«r/ 6 Harare; f/iaff/Xeyffs bta roZ svo;J in ver. 
18, bi hog ‘TUO'tXTUfLUTOc, tig rravru; uvdour-ovc tig xarax;//xa; and ill ver. 19, 
bia rr t g ^a^ci^otjg roZ hog avdzojrrov a/x<XfrwXo/ zurioruOr^av oi croXXo/. It seems 
to be impossible, without doing violence to the Scriptures, to deny that 
Adam’s first offence is lit reasserted to have a connexion with, or an influence 
upon, the sin and consequent condemnation of all his posterity. But now, 
is not said. Let the reader mark ibis well. Paul neither asserts that Adam’s 
sin is propagated; nor that it is imputed to us without any act of our own; 
nor that it is ours merely by the force of example. Ntr does he say that 
hereditary depravity is the ground and cause of all sin, (how could he say 
this, when Adam sinned without it?) nor that we arc finally condemned 10 
everlasting death without being actual sinners. All this, I am awnre, has 
been often said for him, and in his name ; but he does not once say this for 
himself. Why now should we attribute to him our own theories, aLd ther 
insist on their being a part of Scripture? At all events, if we can mains 
out any theory as to Llie modus of original sin, it must be merely by d<dtu - 
teojis from what the apostle has here said, or from other declarations of the 
Scriptures which we can find elsewhere. IIow much can be made out in 
this latter way, we shall have further occasion to inquire in the sequel. 

2. Wc may justly gather from the declarations in Rom. v, 12—19, that 
the evil consequences of Adam’s act may be placed in antithesis to the good 
whichChristluis procured for the human race. The apostle goes no farther, in 
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tliis passage than In declare on tlic one hand that sin and death were oern- 
sioned by Adam; on the other, that righteousness and life arc introduced 
by Christ. But from other parts of his writings we may learn that men 
in a state of nature, u e., before regeneration, are all destitute of any holi¬ 
ness; and that all who can sin, have sinned. Of course we necessarily 
<!i\iw the inference, that men are born destitute of such a disposition to 
holiness as Adam had in his primitive state; anti this from the fact, that 
they never, before regeneration, do any tiling which is truly good and holy, 
hut always sin in nil their actions of a moral nature. This makes a wide 
diirerenoe, therefore, between their present natural state and the original 
condition of Adam. And such is the natural state into which they are born, 
ns we have reason to conclude, in consequence of Adam’s fall. Although 
the apostle docs not specificate the particular point in which the fall injured 
all men, yet as he often asserts the fact itself that it did injure them, it 
must of course he allowed that in some way or other the truth of this-fact 
is developed. In what way, then, is this developed, if not in the manner 
just stated, viz., by our being born into a slate destitute of all disposition 
to holiness, and with passions and appetites which, situated as wc arc, will 
certainly lead us to sin, and always lead, us to sin in all our actions of a moral 
nature? The fact, that we now have such a nature, and that such is the 
result in respect to our passions and appetites, the Scripture testifies, 
and the experience of all ages and nations testifies. How this came 
about, Paul seems to me to declare in the passage under consideration. 

I must add here, however, in order to guard against all misunderstand¬ 
ing, that our sinning is not to be regarded as necessary in the sense of being 
compulsive. The possessing or being endowed with faculties to sin, does 
not make men sinners; otherwise Adam and the fallen angels were sinners 
before their first transgression; for faculties to sin they surely had. Temp - 
falion to sin does not make men sinners; even when they feel its power, 
this feeling of itself does not make them sinners; for our Saviour was 
tempted ‘ in till points as we are,” yet without sin. The possession of de¬ 
sires and appetites which are para, natur alia does not makemen sinners; for 
they are essential to men as human beings, and our Saviour possessed them, 
as did Adam also before bis fall. It may be said, moreover, with truth, 
that moral sense, conscience, reason, judgment, are all attributes of the na¬ 
tural man; that they are para natur alia; and these are designed to contend 
against and oppose passions and desires that would lead us to evil, to re¬ 
strain them, to control them, and to keep them within their proper bounds. 
God has not left men, therefore, even in their fallen and degraded state, in 
a condition in which they have any proper excuse for their sins; as any 
one may sec and must feel, who will attentively read Rum. i. 19—32. ii. 
14, 15. iii. 9—23. It is impossible to overlook the fact here, that the 
apostle considers the abuse of reason and conscience by the heathen, in 
virtue of which they ought to have resisted their sinful inclinations as ren¬ 
dering them altogether inexcusable before God. 

Whatever, then, may be the degradation in which wc are now born (de¬ 
gradation compared with the original stateof Adam ,wc are still born moral 
agents, free agents, with faculties to do good, yea, all the faculties that are 
needed. If we are born with passions and affections attached to our natures 
which may lead us to sin, we are also born having a moral power, %, e., con 
science, within us, to remonstrate against the abuse of our passions. 

The fact, that the degradation of our w hole race is connected with the 
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first sin of Adam, is plainly a matter of divine sovereignty, altogether be¬ 
yond our power to fathom. We can speculate and reason about it, and 
wonder; but it becomes us to bow in humble submission. More than we 
have lost, the gospel assures us has been given to us by Christ. We see 
enough to know, that even in our fallen state our sins cannot be charged 
upon the author of our nature. They are strictly our own. That Adam 
was in some real sense a cause or occasion of our degradation, is clearly 
taught; but that his sin was in fact our own sin—where is this taught? I 
cannot find it. I can find only (what appears to be the sum of all that Paul 
has taught relative to this subject) that, such was ourconnexion with Adam, 
his fall lias occasioned evil to all his race without exception; that all are 
despoiled of that disposition to holiness which belonged to him in his origi¬ 
nal state; and that all are in a condition in which ruin will ensue, unless 
there be some deliverer. On the other hand, it is made equally apparent 
that such a deliverer has appeared; that he has by his wonderful grace and 
mercy made such an arrangement, as that the evils which come on all with¬ 
out exception through the act of Adam, may be made the means of spiri¬ 
tual good; he has placed all men, destitute of righteousness such as Adam 
had in his original state, under a dispensation of mercy and pardon, where 
salvation is more accessible and certain to the penitent, than it was in para¬ 
dise to Adam, while under a mere law dispensation; and for all those who 
bring on themselves the higher penalty of the divine law by their own per¬ 
sonal ill-desert, he has procured eternal redemption, if they will accept it. 
Is it not true, then, that “grace superabounds?” Are we obliged, then, to 
reject the doctrine of our fall in Adam, as either in itself improbable, or as 
dishonourable to God? We may answer in the negative. 

But I must leave a multitude of interesting questions, because of my 
limits; remembering that my main design is commentary and not didactic 
theology. A few miscellaneous remarks, however, in relation to topics of 
importance, I cannot well refrain from making. 

I. The common theory, which makes what is called original sin inherent , 
a proper sin, worthy in itself of eternal damnation, and the only cause and 
ground of all actual sin, is liable to many objections. 

(1) Adam and the fallen angels had no original inherent sin, in the sense 
here attributed to Adam’s posterity. IIow then came they to sin? If ori¬ 
ginal sin is the only ground and cause of all actual sin, then was there no 
ground or cause at all why Adam and the angels sinned. But surely they 
should not admit this, who carry so high the concatenation of causes and 
effects, as to make them as regular and as imperious in the intellectual and 
moral as in the physical worlds 

All men, therefore, might have been sinners just as well as Adam, if they 
had all been horn without any original inherent sin, such as that contended 
for. According to Edwards, who strenuously contends that we had a more 
favourable trial in Adam than we should have had if put upon our own 
basis, it is more certain that all men would have been sinners without any 
original sin, than it was originally that Adam would he a sinner. To ac¬ 
count, then, for all our actual sin on the ground merely of original inherent 
Bin, is manifestly offending against plain and indubitable facts that lie be¬ 
fore us. 

Nor is the nature of the case at all changed, if one snys that all Adam’s 
posterity, in case he had remained obedient, would have been exempt from a 
Btate of probation, and placed in a state of confirmed holiness. The simple 
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question is, Could they, in case they were subjected to trial, sin without 
having any original iuhcrent sin implanted in them? And the answer to 
this is just as plain as the answer to the question : Could Adam sin with¬ 
out original inherent sin? Resides; there is not a word in all the Bible 
which asserts that such would have been the consequence of Adam's obe¬ 
dience as to put all his posterity at once into a state of confirmed holiness 
without trial. All the dealings of God, in heaven and on earth, are against 
such a supposition. All intelligent, rational, and moral beings, without ex¬ 
ception, of whom we know any thing, have had their trial. Analogy as well 
as the Scriptures would lead us to believe that all must have a probation. 

The true state of the case seems to be simply this. Man in his original 
state had susceptibility of being excited by sinful enticements;, so had 
the fallen angels. On their free will it depended, whether they would 
yield or resist. They yielded; and this was their sin. Had they resisted 
at once, as the Saviour resisted the temptations proffered to him, _Jheir 
susceptibility of being excited by sinful enticements would not have made 
them sinners; for lie who created them in a state of innocence, did him¬ 
self give them such a susceptibility; and he surely is not the author of 
sin. We may add, moreover, that in case of prompt and efficacious re¬ 
sistance against sinful allurements, the possession of excitability even 
enhances the virtue of the resisting individual. He who resists a thou¬ 
sand degrees of temptation must surely have more virtue than he who 
can resist but ten; and were a man totally destitute of all susceptibility 
of being excited by temptation, that man could have no virtue, any more 
than a statue or an irrational animal can be virtuous. 

We may regard it then as an original part of human nature, that man 
should possess a susceptibility of excitement by sinful and alluring objects. 
All men, if designed to be placed in a state of probation , would have posses¬ 
sed this; and possessing it, they might have sinned; according to Edwards 
they certainly would have sinned. What then is the difference between 
men since the fall, and our first parents before their lapse? Certainly it 
does not consist in the fact, that Adam and Eve could not at all feel the 
power of sinful enticement, and we can and do feel it. To say this would 
be to say that our first parents sinned without any enticement to sin; for 
what cannot be felt is no motive to action. The difference then must lie 
principally in these two things; the first, that the susceptibility of being 
enticed is greatly increased, so greatly as to render certain the success of 
temptation in some respect or other to sin, in regard to all the moral acts 
of the unregenerate; the second, that we are placed in a world where 
temptation is immeasurably increased beyond what it was in paradise. 
Even there, however, Satan found entrauce, and obtained the most fatal 
victory ever yet achieved by him. Who then can say, that no evil could 
befal the innocent? 

(2) To represent original inherent sin, as it is named,as being truly and 
properly sin in him who is the subject of it, and thus to make it the cause 
and ground of all his actual sins, is to make sin the cause of sin. Now that 
one sin is often the cause of another, is certainly true; for it is true that 
the commission of one sin very often leads to another. But if the doctrine 
is to he carried to the extent here maintained, then an endless progression 
of sin must be admitted. For what was the cause of our original sin? Of 
course some other sin, viz., that of Adam. And what was the cause of his? 
Here, if we will not consider ourselves as yet at the end of the race, we 
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must nay, TJic devil was the cause of Adam’s first sin. But even then one 
obvious question Btill remains, viz., AVliat was the cause of the devil’s 
first sin? This of course presents the whole train of reasoning in the 
light of n reduclio ad absurdum. 

(3) Is sin an adorn stale ? An act , all men would at first spontaneously 
answer. So the scriptures seem to speak : “ Sin is a transgression of the 
law.’ 1 But still, this answer without limitations would not do entire justice 
to the subject. A man by his own sinful actions may bring himself into a 
stair, which as the result of his former wickedness is criminal. The de¬ 
bauchee who lias urged on in his favourite vice until his whole soul is con¬ 
tinually haunted with images of impurity, is surely taxable with sin for that 
very state or condition. We may and should admit, that whatever vicious 
state is tlie result of one’s own voluntary actions, for that he is accountable, 
and it is fairly to be imputed to him as a crime. But what is the case with 
the infant and the idiot? Was any voluntary act of theirs concerned with 
wbat is named their original inherent sin? Certainly not. Turretin and 
f'd wards have taken great pains to show, that a sinful disposition precedes 
all voluntary thought, affection, and action. What law, then, have infants 
transgressed? None; for they knew and could know no law; and “where 
ihere is no law, there is no transgression.” AVhat then is their sin ? Is 
there any law of the Author of their being, that they should not be born 
in the state in which they are born; and have they by their birth transgres¬ 
sed this? I know of no such law: and then birth was to them altogether 
involuntary and unconscious. AY r hat law then is transgressed by their being 
born with a susceptibility of fettling the power of temptation? This ques¬ 
tion those are bound to answer, who make the state of infants itself a sin. 

The Scriptures do not appear to treat this subject in a way that accords 
with such representations ol the characters of infants. The apostle says in 
Rom. ix. 11, “ The children being not yet horn, neither having done any 
good or evil.” If it be said, that date good or evil here refers only to the 
external actions, Pres. Edwards and others who maintain the above theory 
have precluded themselves from sucli a reply, by averring that “nothing is 
g-od or bad, except as it proceeds from a good or bad principle or disposition 
of flic mind;” which principle, with them, is antecedent to all choice and 
action. Consequently, when the apostle denies that the children had done 
either good or evil, he must deny that there was any principle of good or 
evil in them, if this theory be true. Nor is this all. Bad deeds and good 
ones, evil done or good done, every one should know, means, in the language 
of the Bible, every kind of evil and good , whether internal or external. 
When it is said that “ God will reward every man according to his works,” 
the meaning surely is not ‘according to merely his external actions.’ The 
account of infants in Isai. vii. 15, 1G; in Jonah iv. 1 1, and in Dcut. i. 39, 
compared with Roin. iv. 15; 1 John iii. 4; James iv. 17 ; Luke xii. 47, 
48; John ix. 41 ; xv. 22—24; Rom. i. 20, 21, 32, casts strong light on 
the explicit declaration of St. Paul in Rom. ix. 11. For the substance of 
these declarations of the Scriptures, is, that “to him who knoweth to do 
good, and docth it not, it is sinthat where there is no such knowledge, 
i- c., “ where there is no law, there is no transgression,” for “sin is avoyiuf 
J. p., want of conformity to the law; of course a vohnitrry nonconformity 
must be meant, the voluntary nonconformity of an intelligent , rational , moral, 
free agent; Cop no other is capable of actual sin, unless we would maintain 
that inanimate substances, and brutes, and idiots, and madmen, are sinners. 
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Thus one class of texts above cited, tenches. Another class as clearly shows 
that our sins bear an exact proportion, in respect to their heinousness, to 
the degree of light which we have, and the motives to holy obedience by 
which we are urged; all of which of course implies, that if we were in a 
state in which we had no light, and were incapable of perceiving or feeling 
the force of any motives, then we should not be sinners. Another class, 
moreover, developes to us very clearly, that infants are incapable of the 
knowledge in question. Even of the child Immanuel this explicitly is as¬ 
serted; and the assertion is made, moreover, concerning him after his birth, 
Isai. vii. 15, 1 0. The very same thing is explicitly atlirmed also by Moses, 
concerning all the very young children of the Israelites : “ Your children, 
which in that day had no knowledge between good and evil/' Deut. i. 39. 
To the same purpose is the text in Jonah iv. 11. It is the like view of 
little children, which the Saviour presents, when he says to his disciples: 
“Except yc be converted, and become as little children ye shall not enter 
intu the kingdom of heaven,” Matt, xviii. 3. Again: “ Suffer little chil¬ 
dren to come unto me, for of such is the kingdom of heaven,” Matt. xix. 
14; Mark x. 13; Luke xviii. 15, 16. So likewise the apostle Paul: “IIow- 
beit, in malice be ye children,” 1 Cor. xiv. 20. These comparisons do not 
imply, indeed, that little children are positively holy. I know of no de¬ 
claration in the Bible of such import. But they do seem to imply that 
they are innocent , i. e., innocuous ,. 

Let the appeal be made now to every candid and ingenuous mind, and 
the question be fairly urged; What are your first and most natural impres¬ 
sions, on reading these declarations of the Saviour? Would any other an¬ 
swer ever be given, except that the Saviour did meant, that the children 
here referred to must at least be free from the vices against which he is 
warning his disciples? And yet these same little children had in them, 
beyond all reasonable question, susceptibilities of being impressed, by and 
by, with motives of ambition, precedence, and preference of self; in other 
words, they had a disposition (in the sense in which I willingly admit this 
term) to be ambitious, and to prefer their own interests or honour. Yet 
they had not arrived at an age when this embryo disposition could develope 
itself. It was yet like the quiet germ in the seed of a plant, before moisture 
and warmth have called it into living action It was what their Maker had 
originally given them; at all events, it was what, by his providential man¬ 
agement of their rise into being, had actually sprung up within them. Now 
on the ground of Pres Edwards, all the wickedness that they could ever 
perpetrate, was already essentially in them, from the very fact that they had 
in them the susceptibilities of being moved or influenced to commit it. 
Every thing is referred repeatedly by him to original temperament or dis¬ 
position, which is the root and ground and essence of all sin; developments 
being, in bis view, nothing more than the indexes of moral turpitude. On 
this ground, then, I appeal to every man who judges independently of sys¬ 
tems and of symbols, and ask, What can be the Saviour’s meaning, when 
lie says to his disciples, “ Except ye be converted, and become as little c/til- 
dwn, ye slndl not enter into the kingdom of heaven?” Matt, xviii. 3. What 
can be his meaning when he says, “Of such is the kingdom of heaven?” 
Mutt. xix. 14. I do not ask for some possible paraphrase that may be made 
of these passages, in order to avoid difficulties, and save the credit of sym¬ 
bols; but lor a plain, honest, straightforward reply, which will be consistent 
with giving the Saviour’s words any intelligible and .significant meaning. 
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On the ground of Edwards I cannot make out such a meaning; for on his 
ground, an infant from the first moment of its being has already its moral 
character in full; it is already as really and truly the enemy of God as it 
ever will or can be. It is then to such , that the kingdom of heaven belongs? 
Are the disciples of Jesus to put on a character like this, in order that they 
may be saved? Does their being converted make them like to such a char¬ 
acter as this mode of viewing the subject necessarily presents children as 
possessing? These are questions which must be met; that cannot be fairly 
put out of sight, or passed by in silence, or touched so lightly as not 
really to meddle with them. Jesus understood this matter better than 
any of his disciples; and how can we correct his views? 

There is no way that I can perceive of avoiding the difficulties in ques¬ 
tion, but by maintaining, as Paul docs respecting the children of Rebecca, 
that to a certain period of life children have not formed a moral character 
so as to be properly chargeable with sin. It is then the innocence of children 
to which the Saviour makes appeal. Innocence, however, does not mean 
holiness in tiiis case, but mere negative freedom from sin; and in the case 
presented in the gospels, freedom from the sin of ambitious andselfish claims 
to precedence and honour. This was the sole point of comparison and ad¬ 
monition. The rebuke of Jesus was as much as to say, * You must subdue 
the spirit of ambitious rivalry, the desire after self-precedence, and become as 
simple and unaspiring as little children are, who by reason of their tender age 
are not yet affected by temptations of this nature/ More than this the nature 
of the case and the object of the Saviour does not require us to understand; 
and more than this the real nature of the case does not permit us to assume. 

I have said, that on the ground of Pres. Edwards, and others who think 
and reason as he does, I cannot make out any intelligible, significant, and 
consistent meaning of such declarations of the Saviour. The reason is ob¬ 
vious; for according to them sin exists antecedent to all volition, choice, or 
action; it is connate with us, and innate; it is invariable and invincible, for 
it is propagated uniformly by natural generation, so that the children of 
the highest saint have just as much of it as the children of the vilest pro¬ 
fligate; and what is more than all, it is this very sin, as Edwards most ex¬ 
plicitly maintains, which is not only the ground and root of all actual sin, but 
it does itself include all the guilt which a man can have, inasmuch as all vir¬ 
tuous or vicious choice is no further virtuous or vicious, except as it pro¬ 
ceeds from a virtuous temper or disposition of mind which preceded it; 
Edwards on Orig. Sin , p. 149 seq. In fact this author goes so deep into 
this matter, as in reality to do away with actual sin, and resolve all sin 
into the antecedent disposition, i. e., into original sin or connate depravity, 
p. 150. Thus, before children have any knowledge at all, yea, while they 
are in the womb, they are not only sinners, but all the sin which is ever 
to be committed by them, is then in them in embryo. Gerhard, the l ^dro 
of the older Lutheran divines, who has written a system of theology in 
twenty-two quarto volumes, says, explicitly: Seme?i, ex quo formamur, est 
immundum, et peccato infectum ,” vol. iv. p. 326; au assertion which, ex¬ 
travagant as it may seem, is as capable of defence as that an infant in the 
womb is a sinner, in the ordinary sense of this word. Nor is Gerhard alone 
in this extravagance. Augustine said the same tilings ages ago, in his 
dispute with Pelagius; and Turretin and others vouch for the like senti¬ 
ments. In what sense, however, sin can attach to lifeless matter re¬ 
mains for them and those who agree with them to explain. 
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After all, however, a great part of this dispute about the state of infants, 
seems to me to be little more than logomachy among sober and moderate 
men. What one class of divines call sin 9 u e original inherent sin, another 
call merely a disposition to sin , or a susceptibility of being excited to sin. 
Most of the older divines regard this latter quality as being itself criminal 
in some real sense in the sight of God, and as drawing upon itself the full 
penalty of the law. Yet here they are not all agreed; some of them, like 
Pictet, declaring that original sin alone will not occasion final perdition (I. 
p. 429). Dr Doddridge avows, that the doctrine “of a rational creature 
being made finally and eternally miserable fortbe action of another [for the 
sin of Adam],which it was no way in his power to prevent, does so ill agree 
with our natural notions of justice, and the repeated declarations of the 
divine word, c. g. y Ezck. xviii. 3, 4, 20; Jer. xxxi. 29, 30; Deut. xxiv. 10; 
2 Kings xiv. 6), and with what God has been pleased to say concerning 
his compassion for infants (Jonah iv.), that we must at least wait for the 
plainest and fullest decision of Scripture before we can admit it to be true;” 
Sect. II. pp. 112. 113. On p. 201 he says, that “if sin signify (as it com¬ 
monly does ) an action contrary to divine law> these evil propensities [he is 
speaking of what is called original and inherent sin in infants] are not sins” 
Dr Watts, who is so strenuous for the doctrine of original sin, inliis Psalms 
and llymns, says that “infants, not the progeny of believers, fall into a 
state of annihilation” Dr Ridgley, equally strenuous for original inherent 
sin, held that “they fall into a state of everlasting insensibility see the 
quotations and references in Doddridge, ut supra. How plainly now does 
all this, and much more that might easily be addueed, show, that there is 
something exceedingly revolting to our ideas of justice, in the eternal per¬ 
dition of infants merely because of original inherent sin ! 

Guilt , in the strict, full, and proper sense of this word, as designating not 
only exposure to penalty but exposure because of transgression or ill desert, 
gu ilt in such a sense cannot be predicated of infants. It is in opposition to 
t he immutable principles of our moral nature, to predicate sill in its proper 
sense of any being that acts without free choice and knowledge of rule. 
Of course, those who maintain original sin as above stated, must maintain 
it as a distinct and dilFerent thing from actual sin. This they themselves 
declare by the very terminology which they apply to it. Others who con¬ 
fine the definition of sin to that which co?/sistsinchoice and action , still do not 
deny for substance what that class of divines just named in reality aim at. 
At least for myself I do not. I believe most fully that a susceptibility ol 
being excited by sinful enticements, is contemporaneous with our being, 
and in this sense may be called native y connate , or innate; as much a part of 
our present being as any taste or faculty which we have. It is universal; 
it is invariable, i. t\, it always exists in some degree or other. 1 fully be¬ 
lieve that it exists in all children to such a degree, that wherever moral de¬ 
velopment is made by choice or action, it will be sure to lead them to sin. 
Wlmt more than this do any of the sober advocates of original inherent sin 
believe? Yet they call this native disposition sin; but I do not, and cannot, 
except in a qualified and figurative way. I can easily call this native dis¬ 
position a sinful one, for the reason that it will lead men to sin; just as I 
speak of a rational faculty on the ground that it enables men to be rational 
or to reason. I.have no objection to such terminology, when it is once well 
understood. But to represent that itself as sin y which the God of nature 
by his own creative power or providcncelias given me, and which was made 
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n.q a part of my very nature antecedent to all choice, volition, action, or 
affection; to represent the author of my being as having enstamped on my 
very soul a prima origine the seal of eternal perdition, and as having given 
me by his own sovereign act that which is damnable in itself, and the ne¬ 
cessary and inevitable cause of all subsequent additional damnation,— 
this is what I shrink from. I cannot force my mind up to this appalling 
print. It will not even stay there if I goad it so as to reach it; no more 
than did the mind 3 of Pictet, Doddridge, Watts, and Ridgley, as we have 
so^n above. I see no possible advantage to theology or philology, from 
such a view of the subject. What is explained, by introducing a fictitious 
guilt and a fictitious cause of condemnation? ^Nothing; and fictitious all 
guilt and cause of condemnation must be, when they are not one’s own in 
the proper sense of this word. 

All the texts that the Scriptures contain, which are appealed to in order 
to confirm the idea that infants are sinners before thought and choice and 
action, are appealed to without any good and stable ground for such an 
argument from them. Theyall goto show what the natural or unregenerate 
state of man is; ami to this do I most fully accede. They show also, that 
this state of enmity to God begins with the first moral development of our 
being. To quote that “ we are transgressors from the womb,” and then to 
omit that “we go astray as soon as we are born, speaking lies,” does not 
seem to display much ingenuousness in argument; for to do so is to omit a 
clause which would spoil all the argument that could be deduced from the 
literal application of the first phrase, inasmuch as it shows very plainly 
that the writer did not expect to be, and can not possibly be literally under¬ 
stood. And the same thing is obviously true of all other like eases. But 
my present limits forbid me to go into a particular examination of them. 

In a word, when we admit that all men have within them that tempera¬ 
ment, disposition, bias, propensity, vitiosity, or whatever else you may 
call it, which will certainly lead them to sin when they come to the age 
of moral development; when we admit that all have it in this degree as a 
sequel or consequence of Adam’s fall, and that all therefore are in a stale 
which of itself would surely prove ruinous were it not that divine mercy 
interposes; I say, when all this is fully admitted, I suppose that ali which 
need be required, and all that can be scripturally proved, is admitted. 
That some call this disposition and state itself a sin , does not alter the 
nature of the thing, nor make their creed more orthodox. The question 
is about things , not about names . And as to these, I can only express 
my regret that mere names should be so strenuously contested lor. I 
deeply regret also, that adhering to them, even where they may naturally 
lead to views that are not scriptural, should be deemed a matter of duty 
and orthodoxy. Paul has decided the case beyond any appeal, that chil¬ 
dren in the womb do neither good nor evil, in Rom. ix. 11. 

The usual objection to such a view of our subject is, that 'if it be true, 
then infants need no Saviour.* But I do not feel in any measure embarrassed 
by this objection. How, 1 ask, is that mpasure of disposition toward sin, 
or the susceptibility of being excited by sinful enticements, which I have 
fully admitted to belong to all the race of Adam, to be removed ? It is not 
enough to fit a human bving for heaven, that he has not been an actual 
sinner. He must have such a disposition as will lead him to delight in 
holiness, in order to be happy there. This the natural man is destitute of. 
Has the mercy then which a Saviour has procured for our fallen and ile- 
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generate race, nothing to do in fitting an infant for heaven? Is there r.o 
work of the Spirit necessary in order to secure such a fitness? Surely 
there is no good ground for the objection in question. 

4 But Christ/ it is said, * caine to save sinners , and only such/ It is true, 

I reply, that he came to save sinners. But if an infant is saved, does the 
atonement of a Saviour extend to his actual sins? This cannot be asserted 
because it is agreed on all hands, that there is a time when actual sin has 
not yet been committed. Was the atonement made for imputed sin? If 
so, then there is real suffering and atoning sacrifice on the one side, and 
merely supposititious offence or sin on the other. Is this then a doctrine 
of the Bible, that Christ suffered for supposititious sin; and if so, where is 
tins taught? Yet those who hold to the .salvation of' infants must hold that 
Christ died for imputed sin, or else they must hold that the disposition with 
which infanta are born is itself an actual sin; and then we are forced upon 
the same ground of logomachy, which we have already been over. 'We 
gain nothing by substituting names for things that do not fit them. 

Is there any more real disagreement, in this case, than that which pro¬ 
ceeds from dispute about names? It seems to me that among moderate 
and sober men, there is not. I do not see why the views that I advocate 
do not leave just as much for Christ to accomplish, in order that infants 
should be fitted for heaven, as those views do which will not dispense with 
tlie peculiar terminology that I have been examining. Of course I do not 
lcel the force of the objection under examination. 

In a word; as an infant, dying with all its affections and dispositions in 
embryo, would, should it continue to be just the same, devclope itself 
eventually as a sinner, so renewing grace must actually sanctify it; and for 
uurfallen race, renewing grace has been put chased only by a Saviour’s blood. 

I meddle not with the question, when the first actual sin commences; 
excepting merely to say, that it commences with the first moral action. 
That is enough. God only enn be the competent judge of this. The Scrip¬ 
tures have nowhere, as it appears to me, decided this question. If they 
have, let the decision be produced; such aa one it must be, as will not con¬ 
tradict what Paul has expressly affirmed. To conclude, 

( ) Those who strenuously maintain that the native disposition of men is 
itself sin, cannot well preserve consistency when they are urged with the 
consequences of this theory. Who gave us being? Who determined the 
qualities with which we should be born? We did not; our parents did 
not; at leafct there was no voluntary action on their part which could de¬ 
termine the attributes of our nature* Has our Maker then given us a dis¬ 
position which is itself sin? This question must at last be mot; and lew 
are stern enough to look it directly in the face. Pres. Edwards could not. 

II is courage failed him here. Although his book is mainly built on the 
theory, that sin is antecedent to all choice and action, lie not only intimates 
that a different view is reasonable, when urged with the question, Who 
made us what we are? but he occupies a whole chapter in order to establish 
it. In page ‘28 he says: “It is agreeable to the sentiments of the best 
divines, that all sin originally comes from a defective or privative cause.” In 
Part IV., chap. ii. p. 307, seq., he has argued at length against the idea of 
“any evil quality being infused, implanted\ or wrought into our nature by 
any positive cause or influence whatever, either of Cod or the creature; or 
of supposing that man is conceived and born with a fountain of evil in his 
heart, such is any thing properly positive ” He goes on to aver, that “the 
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absence of positive good principles,” and “the withholding of special divine 
influence,” and the “leaving of the common natural principles of self-love, 
natural appetite, &c., which were in man in innocence ,” is sufficient to 
account for all the corruption that appears among men. A signal instance, 
indeed, of the triumph of the spontaneous feelings of our moral nature 
over the power of system! For he is almost every where gone directly 
counter to this; assuming the common theory of the Protestant creeds, 
viz., that the^e is a positively unholy principle connate with man, which is 
itself a sin worthy of eternal death, and is the basis of all other sins. But 
here, supposing man “to have only the common natural principles which 
were in him in a state of innocence he finds no difficulty in accounting 
for it that he becomes altogether corrupt. What is this, but to bear spon¬ 
taneous testimony to the views of Paul, in Rom. ix. 11, and to the first 
and simple dictates of moral feeling ? 

II. Is it not a matter of surprise, in case the sacred writers did really 
estimate the comparative importance of the subject of our connection with 
Adam as some modern divines have done, that such a deep silence should 
pervade the Old Testament concerning it, and that in the New Testament 
only Paul should break this silence in but two instances (Rom. v. 12—10; 
1 Cor. xv. 22); and in each of these merely for the sake of presenting a 
contrast which is designed to magnify the work-of Christ? 

IIT. Which, now, of the two principal views taken of the natural state 
of man, presents the most cogent reasons for penitence and humility ? 
Which inculcates the deepest sense of our need of a Saviour? 

Can there be any doubt as to the answer? If man, falling as he is, has 
still in his fallen state all the faculties necessary to do good, and has a moral 
sense, conscience, judgment, reason; if, “not being yet born, he has not 
done any good or evil” (Rom. ix. 11), and he sinB altogether of his own 
free will and choice whenever he does sin; then it is indeed true, that he 
“is guilty of death;” then is punishment not only threatened, but altogether 
deserved; then is he justly exposed to the condemnation of “those who have 
known their master’s will and done it not;” then has he incurred the 
awful penalty of those, who “know to do good, but do it not.” Can any 
but an almighty Saviour deliver sinners of such a character as this? 

But supposing now, on the other hand, that men are born with a posi¬ 
tively evil disposition, which is itself sin, and incurs eternal death antece¬ 
dent to all choice and action; supposing them to have (as Pres. Edwards 
asserts, p. 27 ) “a propensity [to sin] that is invincible , or a tendency which 
really amounts to fixed, constant, unfailing necessity ;” and supposing this 
propensity, thus implanted in their natures, and antecedent to all choice and 
action, is the basis or ground of all subsequent sins; then indeed may men 
need redemption; they are truly in a ruinous state; they are indeed objects 
of our pity and of overwhelming misfortune; but where is the aggravated 
measure of their voluntary guilt, which the Bible charges upon them as 
agents altogether free? Where is the deep sense of accountability for fa¬ 
culties and moral sense and reason abused ? Can there for a moment be 
any hesitation here, as to the question: Which system presents the greater 
guilt of men, the more urgent need of redemption, the more awful exposure 
of sinners, and the unspeakable greatness of their salvation? How little, 
then, of justice in averring, as has often been done, that such views as I 
have been giving above of our natural state tend to diminish a sense of our 
need of a Saviour! Nothing can be further from correctness than this. 
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The sinner’s guilt is rendered beyond description more aggravated by 
this method of viewing his condition. 

IV. What system agrees best with proper views of God’s justice and 
our own accountability? 

What is our own act, we feel accountable for; not for that which was 
done by another, without any concurrence on our part. This is an immut» 
able law of our moral sense. Justice keeps pace with desert; retributive 
and perfect justice punishes only for personal desert. These are, I had 
almost said, self evident principles; and can it be that such principles 
leave any doubt how to answer the above question? But, 

Y. I still readily concede, that no theory in regard to the original con¬ 
dition of our nature can entirely clear up all the difficulties of the case. 
The permission of si?i lies at the bottom of all the real difficulty: and this, 
as it is a matter of fact, can never be removed in our present imperfect 
state. Nor whether I say that men are born sinners, and are thus chaijgcd 
with Adam’s sin; or whether I say that they are born destitute of original 
holiness, and with passions in embryo which they will at the time of deve¬ 
lopment abuse, and certainlyabuse; the difficulty is not altogether removed. 
The latter is, in some sense surely, an arrangement of an overruling provi¬ 
dence; for who placed men in their present condition? Even if we say 
merely that all men imitate Adam’s example, and so are ruined in this way; 
one might still ask, Who then arranged the condition of men, so that this 
example would come before them? There is no end to such questions, if 
any one is disposed to ask them; and in the same way we might object to 
all other theories that have ever been proposed. The ultimate difficulty 
still is, an arrangement which admits of sin. The main thing which can be 
said in explanation of this is, that probation implies power and oppor¬ 
tunity to sin. Without these probation is a mere name, and not a thing. 
The question being decided, tiiat an intelligent being shall be put on 
probation , it is of course decided that he can sin. 

I readily admit, that there is no system of explaining our present con¬ 
dition as sinners, which can wholly avoid the difficulties in question. But 
they do not seem to me to press equally hard on all systems; at least the 
mode of presenting them in some is less obnoxious than in others. 

I do not see any more reason why a susceptibility in us of feeling the 
power of temptation, or (if one prefers this language) a disposition that 
will lead us to sin when enticed, can be any more objected to as making 
God the author of sin, than that external temptations and enticements 
can be objected to on the same ground. To allow that we are born with 
such a disposition, is not to allow that God has formed us sinners; I mean 
that, on the ground which I defend, it is not allowing this. Our own free 
choice and act must intervene, in order that we should be sinners. But 
on the ground of Edwards and others, we are sinners when we come from 
the Creator’s hands. 

If any one says that it is the same thing, after all, whether we aver that 
men are so made, or whether we say that they are constituted in such a 
way ns to become sinners, I must demur to this. Was not Adam origin¬ 
ally so made and disposed of, as that he would become a sinner? Fact 
answers this question. Was it, then, the same thing to make him a sin¬ 
ner ab origine, ns to make him a being who could and would sin? This 
is the very gist of the question; and here we may leave it. 

I feel myself compelled, therefore, to rqject the predominant theory of 
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Pres. Edwards in respect to original sin, and to regard his subordinate one 
(if I may so call it) a9 being more consonant with the Scriptures and with 
our moral sense and judgment. It is certain that many appalling difficul¬ 
ties which lie in the way of the former theory, do not stand in the way of 
the latter. This i9 enough to determine our choice. But in making this 
choice, we need not aver that some difficulties, and (if you please) some 
great ones too, are not common to all theories. But these may be summed 
up at last in one single thing, viz., the admission of sin into the moral 
world. This is a problem of no easy solution by any system; but as it is 
matter of fact y it is not to be denied, and it must be consistent with divine 
wisdom and goodness. 

VI. The view which has been given above of Rom. v. 12—19, if correct, 
serves to show that this passage cannot be justly regarded as asserting the 
doctrine of universal sal ration. We have seen, that as there are some evils 
which come upon all men without any concurrence, of their own, so there 
are blessings and piivileges (/. e., the common blessings of providence, the 
means of grace, and above all a dispensation of grace), which are bestowed 
on all without their concurrence. But although, on the one hand, evils do 
indeed come on all without distinction, yet on the other, so far as it respects 
these very evils, they are all capable of being made blessings to the peni¬ 
tent; and they do indeed become so. So much is true, in regard to the 
present world. In respect to a future world, the higher penalty of sin or 
the second death comes only on those who do themselves sin; their own 
personal act must consumnintelheirdestruction: and so in the opposite case, 
elernal redemption, though freely proffered to all, and although all are un¬ 
der a dispensation of grace, is actually bestowed only on such as repent 
and believe. The comparison of Paul between evils on the one hand, 
and blessings on the other, does not permit us to go farther than this. 
The “ superabounding” of grace has no respect to the number of persons 
(how can this be the case since the evils of Adam’s transgression extend 
to all without exception?), but to the number of offences ; see Rom. v. 16. 
The use which has often been made of the passage in question for the 
purpose of establishing the doctrine of universal salvation, seems there¬ 
fore to have no good foundation. 

VII. I remark at the close (for to a close I must now come unless I would 
write a book on this subject), that Christians can have very little apology 
for bitter disputes with each other about the details of speculation in regal'd 
to original sin, and for becoming divided in affection on this account. Wo 
have seen that Paul enters into no particulars; he indulges in no specula¬ 
tions. He only asserts the facts, that Adam’s first sin had a connection with 
and influence upon the sin and death of all men. There he leaves it. We 
gather his views about the particular nature of the facts to which lie alludes 
only from other parts of his writings; and even here we meet with mere 
matters of fact, and with nothing of speculation. This is all so clear, that 
I need not stop to fortify it. Why, then, should Christians dispute and 
divide, by reason of their own speculations, « hich are superadded to what 
Paul has taught? I may view with apprehension the consequence of some 
speculations on tho subject under consideration, because I think they in¬ 
trench on other very important principles. Yet if my brother, who indulges 
in these speculations, does not in fact intrench on those principles, but fully 
admits them, is it not unjust in me to charge him with purposely endeavour¬ 
ing to overturn them? The ruined and helpless slate of man by nature. 
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i. e. of unsanctified man, whether adult or infant, I do most fully and amply 
believe, although the ground and reason and extent of this in adults and 
infants is very diverse; the absolute necessity for all of renewing grace, of 
special sanctification by the Spirit, and of mercy bought by the redeeming 
blood of Christ, I do most fully and amply admit. I regard the views de¬ 
veloped above, moreover, as representing the case of sinners to be far more 
aggravated and awful than the usual sentiments of the Reformers represent 
it. In consequence of this, the need of a Saviour becomes more conspicu¬ 
ous, and his help a matter of higher gratitude; for who will be most grate¬ 
ful, he who was so unfortunate as to fall under sentence of everlasting 
death, antecedently to all choice and action of his own, and is delivered 
from it; or he who, having of his own choice and free will incurred the 
penalty, and this by awful aggravations of his guilt, is still delivered from 
its just senleuce by the mercy of a Saviour 1 ? All that is practically im¬ 
portant as to the lost condition of man, the sentiments which I have 
advocated surely maintain. All that is essential in the doctrines of the 
Reformation, in respect to original sin, is received and defended; while, 
in ray own view, deeper guilt and danger are attached to the state of the 
natural man than the Reformers themselves attached; and, of course, 
higher need of Jesus and his salvation is exhibited. Is this to deny the 
doctrines of the Reformation? Or is it endeavouring to dissipate mists 
which have in some respects hovered around some of them, in order that 
they may shine forth in all their glory ? Speak conscience—Christian 
kindness—God’s holy word, and I ask for no more. 


I did intend to give a brief sketch of the history of the doctrine under 
consideration ; but I must suppress it for want of room. I shall conclude 
this protracted Excursus, by referring the reader to some select sources of 
reading on the various topics that have been discussed. 

For a view of the doctrines of the Reformed Symbols, he may consult 
August!, Corpus Lib. Symbol. Reformatorum 1 vol. 8vo, 1827; containing 
a very full and ample exhibition of the originals, with literary notices, &c. 
Also Winer, Comparative Darstellung des Lchrbegriffs der verse hied. 
Christl. Kirchenparteien, 4to, 1824; an exceedingly convenient book, which 
deserves a reprint in this country, wiili additions and corrections. The 
author has given short critical notes, which display great acuteness. 

On the interpretation of Rom. v. 12—19, besides the commentaries, the 
reader should peruse J, G. Toellner, Theolog. Untersuchungcn , I. No. 2, 
Flail’s Magazin, St. 13, p. G8, seq. Scholii Opnscula, I., p. 213, scq. 
Kcilii Opuscula , p, 1G, seq. Bcilragc zur Be ford, des verninf Denkens, 
Th. 12, p. 45, seq. Bret Schneider, Dogmalik . § 124, II. p. 47, scq. Ed¬ 
wards on Original Sin, part II., chap. IV., § 2. J. Taylor’s Scripture 
Doctrine of Original Sin , and his Knj to the Apostolic Writings. All the 
systems of divinity, Calvin, Turretin, Pictet, Gerhard, Quenstedt, Holla/, 
Storr, Bretsclineider, Knapp, Ilnlin, Reinhard, Doedcrlein, Episcopius, 
Limborch, Markius, Van Maastricht, Ridgley, Doddridge, Hopkins, and 
all others, of course discuss this passage of Scripture more or less. 

The history of the doctrine of original sin may be found in a very com* 
pressed, but very instructive, form in Brctschneider’s Dogmatik , § 128; also 
in Halm’s Lehrbuch des Christl. Glaubens , § 80. See also, Walcbii Historia 

2 Q 
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doctrincE dePeccato Oriefinis, 1738,4to. Id. dePelayianismo ante Pelagium , 
1738, 4to. Augusti, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, p. 301—310. Horn 
dePeccato Original^ Goett. 1801. Muenscher, Handbuch der Dogmenges¬ 
chichte, II., p. 80, seq. IV., p. 143, seq. Wiggers, Pragm. Darstellung des 
Augustinismus und Pelagianmsmus, Berl. 1821. Vossii Historia Pelagian- 
is mi. J. Geffhen, Historia Semipelagianismi, Goett. 1826. The result of ex¬ 
tensive and candid reading, in regard to the history of the doctrine in ques¬ 
tion, will be, as I must think, a full persuasion, that in the form and shape 
in which this doctrine was maintained bymost of the Reformers, it was first 
introduced by Augustine in his dispute with Pelagius; from whose works, 
und those of his friends and followers, it came into the creeds of the Refor¬ 
mation, and thence has come down to us. The whole subject needs, in this 
country, an investigation and review denovo, such as it has not yet received.* 


EXCURSUS VIE 

On Rom. vii. 5—25 (pp. 30£—341). 

It is not my design here, to repeat at large what has been already suffi¬ 
ciently explained in the body of the commentary. But in order to make 
out a view in some good measure complete as to its essential parts, 1 shall 
simply recapitulate in order the leading considerations already suggested in 
favour of the exegesis above given, without dilating at all upon them; while 
other considerations, not yet suggested, will be more fully stated; after 
which the leading objections to the exegesis adopted will be discussed. 

Before proceeding to execute the task here undertaken, I must beg the 
liberty of making a few remarks on the nature of the case; and also on the 
nature of the proof which is requisite, in order to establish any particular 
interpretation of the whole passage. 

First, it is a just principle of interpretation, that we should understand 
every writer, when this can be done in consonance with the laws of lan¬ 
guage, ns speaking to the purpose which he lias immediately before him. 
There are very many truths of the gospel, and many plain and important 
truths, which are not taught in this or that passage of Scripture. The ques¬ 
tion concerning clmp. vii. 5—25 is not, whether it be true that there is a 

• The reader may not be displeased, perhaps, to be furnished with the means of knowing what 
is thought in tile mother country, by a leading divine among the orthodox dissenters there, of llie 
spirit and tenor of my rcinurks on the subject of Original Sin in the former edition of this work. 

1 quote from the preface (page x.) of the English edition, written by Dr. J. P, Smith, the 
learned and enlightened Principal of the llomerton Seminary in the suburbs of Loudon, After 
some commendations of the work in general, in terms such ns are hardly proper lor me to tran¬ 
scribe, lie speaks thus of the method in which I have treated the subject in question : “ In par¬ 
ticular, eminent clearness and judgment, always under the guiduuce of a humble and pious 
disposition! appear in educing the cause of condemnation resting upon mankind, the nature mid 
elfects of the connection between the first man und his descendants, the formal reason of restora¬ 
tion to the divine favour, and thu necessity, progress, and ultimate perfection of a real acquisition 
of the divine holiness." IIow dillerent this is from the judgment of a critic in our own country, 
published ubout the same time in u periodical, who could find nothing but contradictious iiml ab¬ 
surdities in this part of my work, it is not dillicult to perceive. Yet Dr. Smith’s orthodoxy 
etnnds unimpeached and unimpeachable. In our own country, however, there appears to be some, 

“ qui caluin, terram—omniaque mi scent.” 
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contest in the breast of Christians, which might, at least for the most part, 
be well described by the words there found; but, whether such a view 
of the subject is congruous with the present design and argument of the 
npostle. 

Secondly, no theory of interpretation can, in the present case, be duly 
and satisfactorily supported, by appealing merely to the form and intensity 
of particular expressions. If this can be allowed here, then are we certain 
that two opposite theories may be equally well established, viz., that the 
individual whose experience is represented is a saint, and is not one. That 
he is one, may be made out by such expressions as the following: viz., 
4'jfLprifLi Tp ver. 16; rb yde Si Ago [sc. rb xaX&iT] cra^axe/ra/ poi, ver. 

-lb; ri ^YOJivrt «/x<d Totefv rb xaXov, ver. 21; aovydo/Lbai ydg rw vogw tqu SeflO 
y.ard rbv iau) v, ver. 22; and rfr gn vot flouXiucj vo/xw SeoD, ver. 25; 

while with equal certainty and by the same reasoning, we may prove that 
he is not a saint, from iyaj 3s ea^xtxoc e//x/, TEcr^a/xsvo; b^rb rfjv d/Aagriav^’ev. 
1 J ; o 'Xitfi tovto irgdoaoj, ver. 15; oux oixiT sv e//,ol tout iffTi sv rj j octgx/ /iou, 
uyu )bv, ver. 18; rb Ss xaTt^ydZ^^Oai to xakbv ouy tuftaxw, ver. 18; o ou aw 
y.axbv, tout* nrodnaoj, ver. 19; i/xo/ rb xaxov, Kagdxurai, ver. 21; ( SXsirco treoov 
vbuov iv ro/g fieXtei .... a/p^/xaXwr/^&vra gt tu> vo/moj rr t g dgagrtag, ver. 23 ; 
ri j di gum! [fWXeuaj] vo/xu/ dfictgriag, ver. 25. Stronger language than this, 
viz., u I aiu oagxixof, and sold under sin,” t. e , a bond-slave to sin, and 
wholly devoted to its service and obedient to its orders, cannot well be 
found in the New' Testament. 

Whoever insists, then, that the passage before us must be applied to the 
Christian, because of some strong expressions in it which seem to indicate 
true moral good, should also take notice that, by the very same principles 
of interpretation, he will of course be obliged to concede that a carnal state 
and entire devotedness to the passions and appetites is described. To avoid 
ibis conclusion, he considers these last expressions as used in a qualified or 
moderated sense, and accounts for them by the fervour of the writer’s feel¬ 
ings and the nature of the contrast. But who does not see that the very 
same rule, when applied to the passages which seem to indicate moral good 
or holiness, will so modify them as to make the application of them to true 
Christians altogether unnecessary? The reason and conscience of the un- 
snnetified, especially when they are awakened by the terrors of the divine 
law, present sufficient ground to justify the use of the language here em¬ 
ployed, in such a modilied sense as that now supposed. 

In fact, it appears a very plain cuse, that neither class of commentators, 
that is, neither those who apply chap. vii. 7—25 to Christians, nor those 
who apply it to the unregenerate, can find satisfactory ground for so doing, 
merely in the phraseology , or modes of expression employed. Either party 
who adopts this ground, must deny his opponent the same liberties which 
he himself takes; or else involve himself in inextricable difficulties, by ad¬ 
mitting tlmt the same grounds of explanation may be taken by others, 
which he tukos fur himself. But he cun do neither of these; not the first, 
because the common sense of all men would cry out against him; not the 
last, because this Would prove the very contrary of what he holds, or cdse 
prove that the upostle has really contradicted himselh 

It truth, it is only when men come to the study of the Scriptures, without 
bringing along with them a priori doctrines and conclusions, that they are 
willing to admit the force of philological considerations, such as lmvc now 
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been suggested. These once admitted, it follows as a matter of course, 
that a modified sense is to be given to such particular forms of expression as 
seem to stand in the way of the argument and the object of the writer. 
This we always give in fairly construing the language of men, on all oc¬ 
casions, whether it be written or spoken. The literal interpretation of all 
expressions, in an animated contrast, drawn by a man of such powerful 
feeling as Paul, would hardly be contended for in any case in which po¬ 
lemic theology was not concerned. Is it proper, then, to insist on such 
a sense, in passages which involve sentiments that are now controverted 
by critics and theologians? 

Suppose, now, that one should rigorously insist upon it, that all the 
wordsof our Saviour must be interpreted without any modification's mean¬ 
ing what they seem obviously to mean on the first view of them. Take for 
example the declarations, that “it is easier for a camel to go through the 
eye of a needle, than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God;” 
also, that “ if he had not come and spoken to the Jews, they would not 
have had sin will any one insist now that these declarations are to be 
literally interpreted ad amussim , and not ad rationem? If so, then it is of 
no use to argue with him in respect to the laws of interpretation; and one 
had better abandon at once the hope of gaining from him a listening ear. 
But if any considerate inquirer is disposed to admit, that hyperbole occa¬ 
sionally exists in the language of the bible (as also in that of all other books 
which in any way express the feelings of men), then may it be easy for him 
to see and feel that the language in Rom. vii. is capable of modification. 
Nay, m >st men, however violent their party feelings, do, after all, in fact, 
admit this principle; for they actually modify that which stands opposed 
to their own views of this passage. This is a practical confession, there¬ 
fore, of the necessity of modification. And this being agreed upon, either 
impliedly or expressly, the inquiry which then presents itself, is : “ In what 
way is any part of the passage in question to be modified? Must it be so 
modified as to agree with the context, and the scope of reasoning which 
the writer is aiming at? Or shall it be so modified, as to agree with our 
a priori views of what the writer ougiit to have said?” As an interpre¬ 
ter and philologist, I can see but one answer to these questions: and this 
is so plain that it need not be repeated. 

If the reader will now look back, he will see that I have not, in any case, 
laid any particular stress on the form or intensity of expression, in my re¬ 
marks on vii. 5—25; and the reason of this is evident enough from what 
has already been said above. At the same time, I have supposed that 
the expressions oOy,prifit r£j vfiuj, ovvrjSoyou tQj vfiuj, ri vot dovXvjM 
&c., are those which the writer intended should be specially modified by 
the reader; and this because the object of his discourse requires them to 
be modified. This is the ground on which I rest my interpretation; and 
not on the form or strength of single words or phrases, on either side of 
the contrast. 

With these remarks in view, I proceed to offer, in a summary way, my 
reasons for adopting the exegesis which the commentary presents. 

1. The object of the apostle in vii. 7 to viii. 17, is to illustrate and con¬ 
firm what he had said in vii. 5, C; and which he had before intimated in vi. 
Id. Chap. vii. 7—25 is as plainly a comment on vii. 5, as chap. viii. 1 — 
17 is on vii. G; and antithesis between vii. 7—25 and viii. 1—25, seems to 
be plain and certain. As this is a fundamentAl point in the interpretation 
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of the whole, the reader will allow me to he full and explicit in the discus¬ 
sion of it. 

At the beginning of chap, viii., we find a distinction made, and a transi¬ 
tion of the discourse marked by a got vvv, now then, i. e ., in our present 
state, in the present condition of Christians, viz., as contradistinguished 
from their former state. What was this former state? It was a carnal 
state, ev ffagxt, ver. 5; tagxixog, ver. 14; one in which they were subject tG 
the law of sin, ver. 23. What makes this transition the more striking is, 
that in ver. G the antithesis between the two conditions there described, is 
pointed out by the very same word as here, viz , by vvvf. 

If now we examine particulars in these two discourses (vii. 7—25, and 
viii. 1—17), we shall find them in direct antithesis to each other. E. g ., the 
complaint in vii. 24 of miserable subjection to the influence of carnal desires 
stands opposed to the thanks in vii. 25, uttered in reference to the deliver¬ 
ance which the writer is about to describe. In vii. 23, the person described 
is a captive to sin, i. e., altogether subject to the influence of sinful passions 
and desires; in viii. 2, he is represented as delivered from the law of sin 
and death. In vii. 14, an incessant and irreconcileable opposition is repre¬ 
sented as existing between the law of God and the person there described; 
in viii. 4, he is represented as possessing the ability and the disposition to 
keep, at least in some good measure, the precepts of the law. In vii. 18, 
the person described is represented as having no good thing h rf <sagxi\a\jTov\ 
and as finding no power to effect what is good, even when his mind or con¬ 
science approves it or would prefer it; in viii. 3, 4, this disability is repre¬ 
sented as removed. In vii. 5, 14, 18, the person described is represented 
us being ev ffagxi, cragxixog*, in viii. 9 he is declared to be o v x h cagxi. In 
vii. 14 he is represented a9 the bond-slave of9in; (ntTga/ievov ino rqv (ifiag- 
rfuv), f. e ., as altogether under the power of sin ; in viii. 11, 14 he is repre¬ 
sented as having the Spirit of God to dwell in him, and a9 being led, i. e 
influenced or guided, by that Spirit. 

In a word, the whole tenor of the two discourses is such as is adapted to 
make the impression, that they are in antithesis to each other, and that they 
are designed by the writer to be 90. This lies on the face of them. It is 
only the difficulties which can be raised in regard to subordinate parts, that 
can occasion or sustain any doubts in respect to this subject. 

Indeed, 1 may well express my convictions derived from a general view 
of the antithetic nature of the two passages in question, the connection in 
which they stand, and the design of the writer, in the words of Tholuck : 
“Truly if one has respect only to the comiectimi of the latter part of Rom. 
vii., with what goes before, and what follows after, it is impossible to ex¬ 
plain this [the latter part of Rom. vii.] of any one, except of him who is 
still under the law.” 

2. The object of the writer (which is to show that the law is insufficient 
for the sanctif cation of sinners) would not be effectually promoted by sup¬ 
posing that lie represents the experience of Christians in chap. vii. For if 
Christians, who are of course under grace, and are dead to the law (vi. 14, 
vii. (J), arc actually still in the state here represented, then would it follow 
tlmt neither grace nor law hinders them from being the servants of sin. 
Rut to aver that grace does not effect this, is to contradict viii. 1—17. 

3. The tout ensemble of the representation in chap. vii. seems to render 
it certain, that a true Christian cannot be here described. What is the result 



614 


EXCURSUS VII. ON ROM. VII. 5—25. 


of the whole ? It is, that notwithstanding all the opposition which Lhelnw 
of God and the law of the mind make to sin, yet the person in question 
practises it, and habitually practises it, on all occasions, and under all cir¬ 
cumstances. In every contest here, the sinful carnal mind comes off vic- 
torious. Is this “overcoming the world?” Is this to be ‘born of God so 
as not to sin?' Is this ‘loving Christ so as to keep his commandments?’ 
Is this ‘doing no iniquity?’ Is this “walking not after the flesh, but after 
the Spirit?” In a word, is it possible to make this accord with ebap. viii. 

1 — 1 7 ? 

4. If chap. vii. represents the Christian struggle with sin, then what 
is the state in which the Christian goes, as represented in chap, viii.? The 
answer must be: One in which there is no more struggle. But when— 
where—was ever such a state on earth? It has often been imagined and 
asserted, but not proved. But if now the transition is from a state in 
which sin was altogether predominant, into one in which grace on the 
whole reigns and triumphs, then all is easy and intelligible. On any other 
ground it is inexplicable; at least, it is so to me. 

It were easy to add more reasons; but if these are well-grounded, they 
are sufficient. It is proper, now, briefly to pass in review some of the 
exegesis and the allegations of those, who maintain that a degenerate 
person is described in vii. 7—25. 

(1) Their interpretation (viz., that which most of them give) of vii. 9 
leads, as may be seen in the commentary on vii. 9, to inextricable difficulty, 
and contradiction of the context. It is equally opposed to the nsus loquendi , 
and to those parts of the discourse which precede and which follow. 

(2) It is alleged, that the contest described in Horn. vii. 14—25 is one 
which accords with the feelings and experience of every Christian; and 
that he is thus conscious that the interpretation given to it by those who 
apply it to Christians, must be correct. 

This consideration is, in fact, the main dependence of those who sup¬ 
port the exegesis just named; I mean, that by such an appeal to feeling, 
they produce more conviction on the mind of Christians, than is produced 
by all their other arguments. After all, however, this is far from deter¬ 
mining the case. Let us look at the subject in all its bearings. 

I concede, in the first place, that Christians have a contest with sin; and 
that this is as plain and certain as it is that they are not wholly sanctified 
in the present life. It is developed by almost every page of Scripture, and 
every day’s experience. That this contest is often a vehement one; that 
the passions rage, yea, that they do sometimes even gain the victory; is 
equally plain and certain. It follows now, of course, that ns the language 
of Rem. vii. 14—25 is intended to describe a contest between the good 
principle and the had one in men, and also a contest in which the evil 
principle comes off victorious; so this language can hardly fail of being 
appropriate, to describe all those cases in a Christian’s experience, in which 
sin triumphs. Every Christian at once recognizes and feels, that such cases 
may be described in language like that which the apostle employs. 

Here is the advantage which the patrons of this opinion enjoy, and which 
they have not failed to push even to its utmost extent. After all, however, the 
ground is unfairly taken, and unfairly maintained. For, first, \t\sonly apart oi 
the case. While Christians have many a contest in which they are overcome 
by sin, yet they must be victorsinfar thegreatcr numberof eases, ifthe whole 
be collectively taken. If ibis be not true then it cannot be true that ‘be who 
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lovetli Christ, kcepeth his commandments;’ it cannot be true that ‘they 
who love the law of God, do no iniquity;’ nor true that “ he who is born 
of God sinneth not;” nor that faith enables him who cherishes it to “over¬ 
come the world.” As, however, there is no denying the truth of these 
and the like declarations, and no receding from them, nor explaining them 
away as meaning less than habitual victory over sin; so it follows, that 
when verses 15—25 are applied to Christian experience, they are wrongly 
applied. The person represented in these verses succumbs to sin in every* 
instance of contest. The Christian must not—cannot—does not, so fight 
against sin. To assert this would be to contradict the whole tenor of tho 
Scriptures; it would be abrogating, at once, all which is declared in so 
pointed a manner, in chap. viii. 1—17. 

Secondly, as I have already noted, there stands in the way of this inter¬ 
pretation the fact, that a great transition is marked by the commencement 
of chap, viii.; one of which no satisfactory account can be given, ifvii, 
14—25 is to be interpreted as belonging to those who are under grace. 

Thirdly, I repeat the remark, that the question is not, whether what is 
here said might be applied to Christians, but whether, from the tenor of 
the context, it appears to he the intention of the writer that it should be 
so applied. This principle cannot fail to settle the question concerning 
such an application. 

In a word ; how can it be just reasoning to say, that because verses 14—* 
25 may be applied to describe those contests of the Christian with sin in 
which the latter is victorious, therefore it does describe Christian expe¬ 
rience considered as a whole , and is intended by the writer so to do? What 
can be more certain than that Christian experience is not here to the 
writer’s purpose, when his object is, to represent the truly desperate condition 
of him who is merely under the law ? 

(3) So far as reasoning or argument is concerned, the main allegation of 
those who apply verses 14—25 to Christian experience, remains yet to be 
considered. It is this, viz., that ‘the declarations made in these verses 
respecting the internal man , are such as comport only with the state or con¬ 
dition of a regenerate mag; and if this be not admitted, then we must con¬ 
cede that the unregenerate are subjects of moral good.’ But, 

First, this allegation takes for granted, that the phrases o\jg<prgu rp v6y n y 
avvr}d<i)/j,ai rp vo/mw, &c., are to be taken in their full strength, without any 
modification. 1 must ask the reader, now, instead of repeating here what 
I have before said, to look back upon the commentary on verse 22, and 
also, what is said near the beginning of the present Excursus, on the subject 
of deducing arguments in this case merely from the forms of expression, 
without a special reference to the context, and the object which the writer 
lias in view. When the whole of this is weighed, I would inquire, whether 
lie who interprets chap. vii. 5—25, as having respect to one who is under 
law, has not just us good a claim to insist that <jagx;x,og } , 7 r(' 7 rgct/j r £vo£ i/cri rr t v 
a/xagriav, ai-^aXuri^ovra gt rfi rrjg afxagriug, &c., shall be taken with¬ 
out abatement or modification? And now, what is to be the result? 
Plainly this, viz., that the writer has described an impossible state, one in 
which a man is under law , and under grace at one and the same time; one 
in which sin has a power predominant in all cases, and grace a power on 
the whole predominant, at one and the same time. As this cannot be ad¬ 
mitted, which set of terms in the description must be modified? for one of 
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them certainly must be The answer to this question may be found, in 
the considerations which have been suggested above. 

But secondly, the whole of the allegation which I am discussing, appears 
to me to rest on ground entirely unsafe and unsatisfactory It will be ad¬ 
mitted by those who are conversant with the dispute about the meaning of 
the passage before us, and are well read in the history of Christian doctrine, 
that Augustine was the first who suggested the idea, that it must be applied 
to Christian experience. This be did, however, in the heat of dispute with 
Pelagius. At an earlier period of his life, he held to the common exegesis 
of the church, as is certain from Prop. XLV. in Epist. ad Rom.; Intelligi- 
tur hinc ille homo describi, qui nondam sub gratia. So in Confess. VII. 21, 
VIII. 5, Ad Simplic. 1. But Pelagius, who denied the fallen state of man, 
tmged upon him the declaration above referred to, viz., delighting in the 
law of God after the inner man , serving the law of God with the mind, Ac. 
Augustine felt himself pressed by them, and made his escape by protesting 
against the exegesis of his antagonist. He recanted his former opinion 
respecting verses 14—25, and became a strenuous advocate for an interpre¬ 
tation which through him has gained an extensive ground among Christians, 
and maintains its footing among many down to the present hour. 

It is difficult to say how far men, and even good men, will sometimes go 
in matters of interpretation and criticism, in orJer to relieve themselves 
from the straits occasioned by warm dispute, in which their antagonists 
make galling attacks upon them. It was, in all probability, the dispute of 
the church at Rome with the Montanists, which first occasioned it to doubt 
and then to deny, the Pauline origin of the epistle to the Hebrews- Lu¬ 
ther’s dispute with the Roman Catholics, on the subject of justification by 
faith alone , led him to discard the epistle of James, and to call it, by way 
of contempt, epistola strammea. And the like have many others done, lor 
similar reasons, buch seems to have been the ground of Augustine’s new 
exegesis. 

But when we come, now, seriously and calmly to inquire whether there 
is any cause of alarm in respect to the doctrine of the natural man’s de¬ 
pravity, because Rom. 7—25 is interpreted as having respect to him, we 
can see that this is so far from being the ca9e, that the opposite is true; I 
mean, that this depravity is rendered much more conspicuous and aggra¬ 
vated by this exegesis. Let us see if this be not palpable and certain. 

That men are moral beings, does not make them sinners or saints. That 
they have faculties which can distinguish between good and evil, only 
shows that they are capable of doing good or evil, or of being righteous or 
wicked. Conscience and reason belong to the pura ?iaturalia of the human 
race. Man, in the full and proper sense of this word, cannot exist without 
them. It is no more an evidence, then, that a mun is holy or good in the 
Scripture sense of the word, because his reason and conscience distinguish 
good from evil, and testify in behalf of the good, than it is that he is holy 
because he has a moral nature. Such a distinction and such an approba¬ 
tion are inseparable from the essential nature of reason and conscience. 

Consider, moreover, that the guilt of a sinner who continues to yield to 
the solicitations of his carnal desires, is proportioned entirely to the mea¬ 
sure of light which lie has, and to the inducements set before him to act in 
a different manner. “Where there is no law, there is no transgression.” 
“To him that knoweth to do good, and docth it not, lo him it is sin.” 
Then of course (he sinner, with reason, and conscience, and the law of 
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God nil remonstrating against his conduct, is involved in guilt of the deep¬ 
est dye, while an offender (if I may so call him) without any of these 
checks, would be no offender at all. “He that knoweth his master’s will, 
and doeth it not, shall be beaten with many stripes.” And so it ought to 
be. What then can render the person’s case more aggravated, who is de¬ 
scribed in verses 14—25, than the fact that he resists so much light and 
such powerful motives to pursue a different course? 

Is it, then, denying the depravity of the unregcncrate, when we assign 
to them faculties to do good, and light as to their duty, and strong excite¬ 
ment to perform it, and represent them as after all refusing to do good, 
and uniformly hearkening to the voice of si i? I appeal to the reason and 
conscience of all men, whether such an accusation against the exegesis in 
question, is not in a high degree unjust and unfounded. Nay, I might go 
farther; I may say, it is the contrary exegesis which is pressed with the 
very difficulty it urges against the other. For if the sinner is born without 
reason and conscience, and is without light; or if he is born with reason 
and conscience that are incapable of distinguishing good from evil, or of 
giving the preference to the former; then his depravity and desperate guilt 
can in no way be made out, consistently with the first principles of a moral 
sense. Of all the charges then brought against the exegesis which I have 
defended, that of its diminishing the guilt of unregenerate men is the most 
unfounded and unjust. 

I have discussed the principal arguments, so far as I am acquainted with 
them, of those who interpret verses 14—25 as having a relation to Chris¬ 
tian experience. In regard to the allegation, that Paul here speaks in the 
first person singular, and must therefore be relating his own experience, I 
have already remarked upon it, p. 323, seq. There is no objection to 
allowing it to be Paul’s experience; but when had he such experience? And 
why does he speak of himself? These are the questions to be answered; 
and these I have endeavoured to answer in my remarks at the close of 
vii. 12. 

I cannot conclude this already protracted Excursus, without adverting 
for a moment, to the history of the exegesis introduced by Augustine. 

As has been already stated, the most ancient Fathers of the Church, with¬ 
out a dissenting voice, so far as we have any means of ascertaining their 
views, were united in the belief, that an unregenerate , unsanctified, person is 
described in vii. 5—25. So Origen, Teriullian, Chrysostom, and Theo- 
doret. In this state did the views of the church remain down to the time 
of Augustine, whose first opinion, and whose change of it, have already 
been described. How unnecessary such an evasion was, on his part, of the 
argument of Pelagius, we have already seen. For surely the more light 
the mind of a natural man has, the more his conscience approves the divine 
law and sides with it, the deeper and more dreadful is his guilt when he 
sins against all these. And as the person described by the apostle is one 
over whom sin in every case of contest presented does actually obtain the 
victory, he must of course be a person of much deeper and more desperate 
depravity than any one can be, whose natural faculties are all degraded and 
depraved in their very origin; as Augustine held the faculties of men to be, 
after his dispute with Pelagius. 

The exegesis of Augustine, however, found favour in the churches where 
his sentiments respecting original sin were received; and prevailed very 
extensively and for a long time. In like manner with him, have Anselm, 
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Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapidc, Luther, Melanclhon, Calvin, Beza, 
Spener, Buddaeu 9 , Koppc, and many others, explained the passage in ques¬ 
tion; and most commentators among evangelical Christians in Great Britain 
and in this country, have followed the same opinion. 

On the other hand, besides all the ancient Greek, and some of the Latin 
Fathers, there are many distinguished men who have defended the senti¬ 
ment which has been above exhibited. Such are Erasmus, Raphe], Epis- 
copius, Limborch, Turrctin, Le Clerc, Heumann, Bucer, Schemer, Franke, 
G. Arnold, Bengel, Keinhard, Storr, Flatt, Knapp, Tholuck, and (so far 
as I know) all the evangelical commentators of the present time on the con¬ 
tinent of Europe. Most of the English episcopal church, also, for many 
years, and not a few of the Scotch, Dutch, and English presbyterian and 
congregational divines, have adopted the same interpretation. I cannot 
but believe that the lime is not far distant, when there will be but one 
opinionamongintelligent Christians, about the passage in question; as there 
was but one before the dispute of Augustine with Pelngius. In this respect 
there is ground of trust, that the ancient and modern churches will yet 
fully harmonize. 

From the above brief historical sketch it would seem, that in general 
those who have admitted Augustine’s view of the doctrine of original sin, 
have also admitted his exegesis of Rom. vii. 5—25. To this, however, 
there are exceptions; and of late, not a few exceptions. More thorough, 
partial, and unbiassed examination, will probably make an entire change in 
the views of Christians in general, even of those who have been educated 
in the belief of the Augustinian exegesis. This was my own lot; and for 
some time after I began the critical study of the Scriptures, I continued to 
advocate this method of interpretation. But an often repeated and more 
attentive study of the epistle to the Romans has brought me to believe, 
that such an exegesis is forbidden by the nature of the case, the its it s 
loquendi , and the object of the writer; and thatit is impossible to maintain 
it on impartial and critical grounds. 

I am fully aware of the strength of feeling which exists relative to this 
subject in the minds of many. I ain sorry to add, that the manner in which 
it is sometimes defended can never contribute to advance the interests of 
simple truth. When will it be believed, that scorn is not critical acumen, 
and that calling men heretics is not an argument to conviuce such as take 
the liberty to think and examine for themselves? When will such appeals 
cease? And when shall we have reasons instead of assertions, criticism in 
the place of denunciation, and a full practical exhibition of the truth, that 
the simple testimony of the divine word stands immeasurably high above 
nil human authority? 

[Dr Smith, in the preface mentioned in n note on page ('10, hna expressed in a very kind 
and brotherly manner, Ilia dissent from my exegesis of Rom. vii. 5-^25. His opinion is, 
that it is a copy of Paul’s experience, after he was stricken down on the plains of Damas¬ 
cus, and before he obtained a hope by faith in Christ Jesus. In his view, “inceptive but 
genuine love of holiness and hatred of all sin, were now implanted in his [Paul's] heart by 
the divine.hand.” In oth*>r words, he had already passed from a law-state to a state of 
grace, and a new spiritual life wus actually begun within him. On this account he applies 
to him, in their usual meaning, all the expressions which evince an approbation of holiness 
nnd obedience to the law; and as to all the strong expressions used in respect to sinning 
nnd practical opposition to the law, he construes them in a modified way, and accounts for 
them on the ground of deep and impassioned feeling in respect to sinfulness. The passage 
(in pref. pp. xi, xii.) in which he bus thus expressed his views, is a vivid and powerful one, 
and does honour to his head nnd heart. But I have not been nble to. find in it matter of 
conviction that my exegesis is erroneous. The whole controversy turns ultimately on the 
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simple point. Which method of interpretation best harmonizes with the main scope and design 
of the writer in chap, vii., viii.? To settle this by particular phraseology, is certainly a desperate 
undertaking. If the literal sense Is to be urged, then both sides can undoubtedly be established, 
viz., that I’aul is speaking of a man who is a Christian, and of one who is not. Scarcely any 
language in the Bible is stronger on either side. We must give up all hope, then, of coming to 
any satisfactory isbuc in this way; as I tliink I have abundantly shown in the above Excursus. 
What then is the main scope and object of the apostle’s discourse here ? I can And no other than 
this, viz., to show the utter inefflcacy of the law to deliver men from a state of sin and death, and 
the necessity of betaking themselves to the grace proffered by the gospel. What can be more 
obvious than that a lam-state is what is described on the one hand (vii. 7—25), and a gospel-state 
or slate of grace on the other (viii. 1—17)r If there be not an antithesis, a marked, and pointed, 
and powerful one here, betweenithe two states as described in these two portions of Scripture, I 
confess myself unable to discern what antithesis is. And if there be antithesis, how can a state 
of grace be described ill chap, vii. 7—25? I can see no answer to this question, except it be, that 
the state of distressing apprehension, and contest, and opposition, described in chap. vii. is suc¬ 
ceeded by one full of peace and hope as described in chap, viii.i But how does such a represen¬ 
tation accomplish the apostle’s object? The man is sq/e, as described in chap, vii., although in 
trouble ; whereas the deliverance in chap. viii. is “from the law of sin and death." The last could 
not be said to be effected by the transition in question; it was already effected, if Dr. S be in the 
right, when the man was in the conflict described in chap. vii. Does ibe man go over then, as 
represented in chap. viii. into a state of entire perfection, so that he is freed from all the struggle 
with sin? Dr. S. would be one of the last to acknowledge this. It remains then, that- the man de¬ 
scribed in chap. vii. is in a law-state. No other method of interpretation will make good the 
obvious antithesis; no other willfully answer the main scope and design of the apostle. 

Another friend, well known in this country, and also very dear to me, the Rev. Dr. Henderson, 
of Highbury College, in the precincts of London, who has also written a short prefatory com¬ 
mendation of the English edition of my commentary, ip a letter to me dated June 24, lb33, lias 
expressed his views In regard to my exegesis of the passage in question, in the tollowing manner: 
" Vour view of clntp. vii. meets with my approbation. I deem it most important. The other view 
Deems greatly calculated to keep up and foster a low state of Christianity ” When such enlight¬ 
ened, sober, pious, and judicious divines think so differently about Rom. vii. 7—25, what better 
can one do, than to investigate for himself und fully satisfy his own mind? This is what I have 
endeavoured to do, and what both of the much honoured friends mentioned above cheerfully en¬ 
courage me to do, even in cases where I may differ from them. Would that the same noble Hitd 
generous spirit might every where take the place of the Jealous and morbid Cynicism, in which 
some seem to move as their most congenial element!] 


EXCURSUS VIII. 

On KTiatg in Korn, viii. 10 (p. 360—371). 


Thom/ck argues that xritftg is employed as described in the commentary 
from two sources; first, from the connexion in which it stands, and the 
predicates which are assigned to it; and secondly, from both Jewish and 
Christian belief respecting the renewal of the natural world at a future 
period. 

Under the first head of argument he sn} r s, that the more usual meaning 
of xr'nug is the natural world. If he means by this to aver, that the. word 
lias this signification in a majority of the instances in which it is employed 
in the New Testament, an inspection of the examples in the commentary 
will convince the reader that he is mistaken. But still, the fact that the 
word may very naturally, in itself considered, be. employed in 9uch away, 
I freely concede; and this I have already more than once intimated. 

His next argument is, that aun) 95 xri<stg in ver. 21 , indicates a descent 
from the noble to the ignoble part of creation. He means that avrn 7 ) xr'us/g 
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signifies as much as to say: ‘Not only does the nobler part of creaLion 
long for a disclosure of the glory which is to be revealed, but even this 
inferior creation, of which I am now speaking, also longs for the period 
when this disclosure shall be made.” 

The answer to this is, that such an exegesis of abrrt r\ xriotg would ne¬ 
cessarily imply, that a higher and nobler xrlctg had been already mentioned 
in the preceding context, with which this inferior one is now compared. 
Had such mention been made, there would be some ground for the remark 
of Tholuck. But as there is no mention of any thing of this nature, 1 do 
not see how we can give a comparative sense to ayrjj r, xriatg. In order to 
do this, must not something have been mentioned with which we may com¬ 
pare it? The expectation of the nobler part of'creation is first mentioned 
in ver. 23, vioOsaiav aarsxdejfGfAEVot. The force of avrij ^ xriotg must there¬ 
fore be made out in another way. Paul had just said, jj xriotg is made sub¬ 
ject to a frail and perishing state (/zara/o'njr/), with the hope , i. e. } in a condi¬ 
tion or in circumstances in which it is permitted to hope, that y.ai avr/, jj 
xriotg, even this very same crcature%may be freed , &c. Tholuck does not seem 
to have noted, that the expression is not simply a\jrr h hut y.ai a yr?;; which 
necessarily refers it to the preceding xriotg, and means that even the very 
same xriotg, V"iz., the frail and perishing xriotg which had just been described 
is still placed in a state in which it may indulge the hope of deliverance, 
&c. The force of xai avryj, then, seems to consist in designating that very 
same perishing xriotg which the writer had just described, as being in a 
slate to indulge a hope of obtaining freedom from this wretched condition. 
If this be correct, then its force docs not consist in any implied comparison 
wilh a nobler xriotg, which indulged the like hopes. 

A third reason of Tholuck for the signification which he here assigns 
for xriatg is» that in ver. 22, rr a o a r { xriotg is mentioned. 

But why the apostle could not say k doa jj xriotg, if lie meant the world 
of rational beings, just as well as he could if he meant the world o {'nature, 
lam not aware; and more especially so, since in Mark xvi. 15, and Col. i. 
23, this very expression is made use of (cratpj rfi xrioft—h -doy rjj xriost) 
in order to denote the universality of the rational world. 

I inally, Tholuck avers that the predicates garatirr^g and dovXf/a rrg 
tp^ogag (verses 20, 21,) more naturally belong to the material creation. 

But this I cannot see. Above all, I cannot see it, when the apostle says, 
that the xriotg was made subject /iaratorr,rt , Ixovoa, not voluntarily , not 

of its own choice. Does this belong more naturally, then, to the material 
than the rational creation? Of which is choice more naturally predicated? 
Then again, is not pu.rcuirr\g, a frail and dying state,w s easily and naturally 
to be predicated of men, as it is of the material world? And taken as a 
whole, is not the latter far less subject to garutlrrig than the race of men? 
Comp, garaior^s in Eph. iv. 17—19; Rom. i. 21, seq. Once more, is not 
bouXe/a rj\g tp^ogdg, the bondage of a mortal or perishing co?idiiion t as natu¬ 
rally predicated of men as it is of the material world? Rather, is it not 
much more naturally applied to human beings, than it is to the world in 
which they live? So Paul seems to have thought, and so expressed him- 
Belf; see in 1 Cor. xv. 50. Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 18, 19; i. 4. 

None of the reasons, then, assigned by Tholuck for the exegesis which 
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lie defends, that are drawn from the exigency of the passage, seem to be 
well-grounded. So much is true, viz., that the usus loquendim itself consid¬ 
ered would admit the sense which he gives to xr/V/s. But that the exigentia 
loci renders probable this meaning, does not seem in any good degree to be 
made out. 

We come, next, to the second class of reasons assigned by Tholuck in 
defence of his interpretation; viz., those derivedfrom the Jewish and Chris¬ 
tian belief, respecting the renovation of the natural world at a future period. 

The passages of Scriptures mainly relied on are 2 Pet. iii. 7—12; Rev. 
xxi. 1; Isai. xi. G, scq., ixv. 17, seq; Ileb. xii. 26. seq. Hints of the same 
doctrine are supposed to be contained in Matt. xiii. 38, seq.; xix. 28, and 
Aets iii. 21. Brief suggestions respecting passages of such a nature, are 
all which any reader will here expect. 

All the force of argument from these and the like passages must rest o-n 
a literal interpretation of them. But how can passages of this nature be 
urged a9 having a literal meaning, after reading Rev. xxi., and xxii. 1—5? 
Or if this does not satisfy the mind, then compare passages of a similar 
nature, viz., those which have respect to the Messiah’s kingdom on earth, 
his spiritual kingdom before the end of'time, and during the gathering in 
of his saints. What immeasurable absurdities and contradictions must be 
involved in a literal exegesis here? For example, from Isai. ii. 1— 4, and 
Micah iv. 1—8, one might prove that in the time of the Messiah, the tem¬ 
ple of the Lord is to be built on a mountain, placed upon the top of the 
highest mountains any where to be found, and that there all the nations of 
the earth will assemble to offer their devotions. Isai. xi. 6—9 would prove 
that all the brute creation are to experience an absolute change of their 
very nature; the lion is to eat straw like the ox; the asp and the cockatrice 
are no more to retain their venomous power. Isa. ix. 7 would prove that 
the literal throne of David is to be occupied by the Messiah, and that he is 
to rule in his capacity as literal king, without intermission and without end. 
Isai. xxv. 6—8 would prove that a feast of fat things and of rich wines is 
to be made for all nations, and that all suffering and sorrow and death arc 
to be abolished. Isai. xxxv. 1—10 would prove that the deserts of the 
earth are to be filled with living streams and exuberant herbage and trees, 
and that all the ransomed of the Lord are to repair to the literal Mount 
Zion, where they will have uninterrupted and everlasting pleasure. Isai. 
xliii. 18—21 would prove the same thing respecting the deserts; and also 
that the beasts of the field, the dragons, and the owls, shall be among the 
worshippers of God. Isai. lv. 1—10 would prove, not only that wine and 
milk are to be had, in the days of the Messiah, without money and without 
price, but that the mountains and the lulls will break forth into singing, 
and all the trees of the field shall clap their hands. Isai. lx. 15—22 would 
prove that Israel is to feed on the milk of the Gentiles, and to be nourished 
by the breasts of kings; and also that there will be no sun by day no** moon 
by night, but God himself by his own splendour is to make their ever¬ 
lasting light so that no more night will ever be known. (The very same 
tilings are said respecting the new Jerusalem, in Rev. xxi. 23; are they 
literal there?) Isai. lxvi, 22—24 would prove that all nations are to come 
from one new moon to another, and from one Sabbath to another, and 
worship before the Lord in Jerusalem. 

Why now are not such passages just as reasonably construed in a literal 
manner, as those which have respect to the kingdom of God after the gene- 
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ml resurrection? Must it not be true, that in its very nature this kingdom 
will be still more spiritual than that ol'the Messiah during its preparatory 
or disciplinary state? This will not be denied. Is there no reason a forti¬ 
ori, then, why we should understand the language respecting this kingdom 
as figurative, in just the same manner as we are obliged to do with regard 
to all the descriptions in the Bible of the heavenly world? Nay, I may 
add, that the idea of Flatt, Tholuck, and many others, about a renewed 
earth becoming the literal abode of the blessed, after the resurrection, is 
directly at variance with other declarations of the Scriptures. Paul re¬ 
presents Christians at the general resurrection as caught up to meet the Lord 
in the air, i, e., as ascending to heaven, and as thenceforth being ever with 
the Lord , viz., in heaven, 1 Thess. iv. 17. So all the Bible; believers are 
to ‘dwell with God, to be with him, to see his face, to enjoy his presence, 
to stand at his right hand.’ The apostle Paul says, that at the resurrection 
‘ this mortal will put on immortality, that flesh and blood cannot inherit 
the kingdom of God, that this natural body is to become a spiritual body, 
and to be made like'unto Christ’s glorilied body/ 1 Cor. xv. 44, 50, 53; 
and all this, that saints may be glorified with Christ. But where is Christ’s 
body? And where does he dwell? And where do believers go, when 
they are “ absent from the body,” in order that they may be “ present with 
11 ie Lord?” Our Saviour represents the saintsatthe resurrection as becom¬ 
ing incapable of all earthly pleasures, and ns being made like to the nngels 
ol God in heaven, Matt. xxii. 21), 30. And must we believe, after all this, 
that the present earth, when it has undergone an emendation, is still lobe 
1 he abode of spiritual bodies, of saints made like to their Lord and lie- 
deemer? Believe it who may, I must first see all these and the like texts 
blotted out from the Bible; nay, iny whole views respecting the very na¬ 
ture of future happiness must undergo an entire transformation, as great as 
the earth itself is supposed by the writers in question to undergo, before I 
can admit such ail exegesis as they defend. It contradicts the express de¬ 
clarations of the Saviour and of his apostles. 

I have a difficulty, also, as to the lopicul commentary of the passage, pro¬ 
vided we adopt the interpretation defended by Tholuck. Let us examine 
this lor a moment. The apostle begins by saying, that present afflictions 
should not be laid to heart by Christians, because of the future glory which 
is reserved for them. What now is demanded, in order that this should be 
believed, and that Christians should regulate their thoughts and conduct 
hy it? Why plainly nothing more is required, than that they should cherish 
a confirmed belief of it, a steadfast hope that such glory will be bestowed. 
Such is the conclusion in ver. 25. But how is this hope to be animated 
and supported? Plainly by considerations which add to the assurance, 
that future glory is in prospect. And what are these? They are, that God 
has enstamped on our very nature the desire of such a state, and that lie 
has placed us in such a frail and dying condition, as that the whole human 
race naturally and instinctively look to such a state and hope for it. The 
present is manifestly a state of trial; even Christians, who have tlie earnest 
of future glory within themselves, are not exempt from this. But the very 
fact that we are in a state of trial and probation, naturally points to an end 
or result of this. And what is such an end, but a state o\future happiness? 
for here happiness in a higher sense is not to be attained. 

But suppose now that the material world is that which sighs after and 
hopes for deliverance from its present frail and perishable state; has this a 
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direct bearing on the subject in question? The answer must be in the 
negative; so thought Turretin, as his notes most clearly show. But then 
it may be said, that it lias a bearing upon it by way of implication; be¬ 
muse the renovation of the material world is necessarily connected with 
the future happiness of the saints. In this point of view I acknowledge 
it would not be irrelevant. But is not this less direct, less forcible, less 
convincing, than the appeal to the wants and desires of which every 
human breast is conscious? Of two modes of exegesis, either of which is 
possible, I must prefer that which imparts the most life and energy to the 
reasoning and argument of the writer. 

1 have another substantial dilfieulty with the interpretation under exam¬ 
ination. It is this: if xri<ug means the material or natural world, on the one 
hand, and aural rrjv aira.gyn r l v rou irveu/xccro; syavreg means Christians on the 
other (which Tholuck and Flatt both avow'), then here is a lacuna which 
cannot well be imagined or accounted for. Christians are subject to tfTrail 
and dying state, but are looking for a better one; and the natural world 
is in the same circumstances; but the world of men in general, the world 
of rational beings who are not regenerate, have no concern or interest in 
it11 this; they are not even mentioned. Can it he supposed now, that the 
apostle has made such an important, unspeakably important, omission as 
this, in such a discourse and in such a connection? The natural, physical 
world brought into the account but the world of perishing men left oul ! 
I must have confirmation “strong as proof from holy writ,” to make me 
adopt an interpretation that offers such a manifest incongruity. 

Such are my reasons for not regarding as weighty the arguments offered 
by the advocates of the interpretation I am examining; and such are my 
positive grounds for rejecting it. 

1 come, at last, to the interpretation which 1 have supposed above to 
he the correct and proper one, viz., that xriffig most probably means mm, 
mankind in general, as stated above, No. 2, b, That such an interpretation 
is agreeable to the usus loquendi , is clear from the statement there made. 
It only remains, then, to inquire, whether it accords with the nature of the 
passage in which the word stands, and whether it can be vindicated from 
the objections made to it. 

As to its accordance with the nature of the passage, and with the ar¬ 
gument which the writer purposes to employ, I must refer the reader (in 
order to save repetition) to my general statement above (p. 362) of the 
meaning of the passage, and also to what has been just said respecting the 
logic of the passage. It remains, then, only that I take some notice of 
llie objections urged against this interpretation. Flatt has done the most 
justice to such objections; and I shall therefore examine the arguments 
which he produces. 

1. ‘ Km/;, in verses 19—21, is distinguished from viol Qsou. How, 
then, can it mean all men, of which viol 0eou constitute a part]’ 

The answer to this is, that there is not an antithesis here of xrl<ng to viol 
06 ov (which the objection assumes), but only a distinction of species from 
genus. * Mankind,’ says the apostle, i. e., men in general, ‘ have always been 
in a frail and dying state, have felt this, and have longed after a higher and 
better state.’ In ver. 23 he goes on to say : ‘ Even those whom one might 
expect to be exempt from this, i. e. y Christians themselves, who already have 
an earuest of .future glory, have not been exempt from such a condition.’ 
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Here is indeed a distinction, but no antithesis. In fact the nature of the 
case does not admit of antithesis ; for both the xr/ng and oi rr,v axatyrtv roj 
wsufiaTog e%ovrsg are partakers of the same frail and dying state. The dis¬ 
tinction, therefore, is of a different nature from that of antithesis. It is 
made, as I apprehend, in the manner stated above. 

2. ‘ How could the apostle represent xr/aig in this sense, i. e., heathen 
men and all unconverted men, as seeking and sighing after the liberty of 
the children of God , when he everywhere avers that they are estranged from 
God, and at enmity with him, and are ignorant of the things of the Spirit?’ 

But here the argument urn ad hominem may be applied to good purpose. 
How could the apostle represent the natural or inanimate creation as long¬ 
ing after such a happiness, or any other like to it? You reply, ‘ It is a 
prosopopoeia.’ It is so, truly, if you interpret it rightly; and personifica¬ 
tion of the boldest kind, so bold that I know not how we can admit it, 
while it has so much of incongruity in it. 

I quit this part of the subject, however, and proceed. Is there not in 
the human breast a longing and sighing after immortality? Hear Cicero, 
who puts these words into the mouth of Cato, when speaking of Elysium : 
“ O praeclarum diem, cum ad illud divinorum animorum concilium ccetum- 
que proficiscar, cumque ex hac turba et colluvione discedam! Proficiscar 
enim, non ad eos solum viros, dequibusante dixi; Verum etiam ad Catoncm 
meum, quo nemo vir melior natus est, nemo pietate prsestantior;” De Senec- 
tute . Listen also to Seneca: “ Juvabat de ceternitate animorum quxrere, 
imo mehercule credere. Credebam enim facile opinionibus magnorum vir- 
orum, rem gratissimam promittentium, magis quam probantium. Dabam 
me spei tautne.” In other passages the same writer descants upon the 
meanness of affairs pertaining to the present life, unless one rises in his 
views above human objects. “Sic creatura,” adds Turretin, to whom I 
am indebted for these quotations, “sic creatura ab'iorrebat a vanitate cui 
subjecta est. Sic sperabat se aliquando a servitute ilia liberatum iri;” 
Opp. II. 361. 

Who can refuse to see how applicable all this is to our present purpose ? 
Tholuck and Flatt would themselves say, that this sighing after immortality 
is one of the most convincing of all arguments that men are truly immor¬ 
tal. Does not the fact, that all nations have had their Elysium, establish 
the allegation that such a longing is innate, i. e., pertaining to our rational 
nature? Or if this be questioned, is it not certain, that the present unsa¬ 
tisfying, frail, dying condition of the human race does lead them to feel 
their need of a better state, and to sigh after it? 

This does not prove, indeed, that they long for the heaven of the Chris¬ 
tian, as a place of purity and freedom from all sin. That they have speci¬ 
fic and correct views of this and desires after it, is not true; and if they 
had, we could not suppose them to desire it in respect to its holiness. But 
it is not necessary to suppose this, in reference to the object of the apostle’s 
argument. It is not a specific view of heaven simply as a place of purity 
and holiness, which he here represents Christians themselves as entertain¬ 
ing; for in ver. 23 he adverts to them as hoping for the redemption, of their 
bodies, i. e., an exemption from the pains and sufferings to whieh their frail 
bodies are continually exposed. May not the unconverted long to be de¬ 
livered from suffering and sorrow? Do they not in this respect desire fu¬ 
ture happiness? I acknowledge that they are unwilling to employ proper 
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means of obtaining it; and that there are actually, as the Christian revela¬ 
tion holds it up to view, things in it which would not of themselves be at all 
desirable to the unconverted; but do they not, after all,in some definite and 
important sense, hope and wish for another and better world? This will 
not be denied, after reading the above extracts from Cicero and Seneca; 
and this being admitted, it is all which the apostle’s argument here demands. 

What he means to say, I take to be in substance this: ‘The very nature 
and condition of the human race point to a future staLc; they declare that 
this is an imperfect, frail, dying, unhappy state; that man does not, and 
cannot, attain the end of his being here; and even Christians, supported 
as they are by the earnest of a future glory, still find themselves obliged to 
sympathize witli all others in these su fieri ngs, sorrows, anddeferred hopes.’ 

I acknowledge, that if one insists on construing the revelation of the sons 
of God , and the glorious liberty of the children of God , as being so specific 
that they cannot be predicated of the hopes of the world at large, lie-may 
make difficulty with the exegesis which I am defending. So Flatt and 
Tholuck have done. But how should they both have overlooked the fact, 
that this same rigid interpretation applied to their own mode of construing 
xr/c ucj makes a difficulty still greater? For in what possible sense can the 
natural world be hoping for orcxpccting the glorious liberty of the children 
of God ? I mean, if these expressions be interpreted (as they, in making 
their objections, insist that they must be) in their specific and rigid sense. 

If there be any difficulty here, then, it is evidently less on the ground 
which I take, than on the other. It is not enough to make objections to a 
particular mode of interpretation; but one should show that his own is not 
liable to objections still greater. And surely it must be deemed a greater 
difficulty to represent the natural world as expecting the glorious liberty of 
the children of God y than it is to suppose that immortal beings, made in the 
image of God, and made sensible of the insufficiency of the present world 
to render them happy, should anxiously look for another and better state. 
It is not necessary for the apostle’s argument, to show that they look for 
this in the way that Christianity would direct them to do, nor even that 
they have any good grounds in their present state to expect personally a 
happier condition in future. If even the wicked, who love this world, are 
not satisfied with it, and are made to sigh after another and more perfect 
state, then follows what the apostle has designed to urge, viz., the con¬ 
clusion that God has strongly impressed on our whole race the conviction 
tliat there is a better state, and that it is highly needed. 

The ground which Noessclt and others take respecting xria/g, viz., that it 
means Christians in general, would indeed free the whole passage from any 
objections of the kind under consideration, inasmuch as they might be said 
without any limitation, to expect the revelation of the sons of God. But this 
interpretation is pressed with other insuperable difficulties, as has already 
been stated. It makes no distinction between xriaig and vioi ShoDor rexrn 
^eou in verses 19, 21, when the writer has plainly made one; and then it 
understands aurot tj)v anarou nviv/iarog (^qvte; of the apostles only, or 
such Christians as were endowed with miraculous gifts; which cannot, in 
any tolerable munner, be defended. 

I come, then, by virtuo of such considerations as have been suggested, 
to prefer the interpretation which assigns to xriatg the sense of mankind , men 
in general, to any other of the proposed methods of explanation. But in so 
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doing, I do not aver that there are no difficulties in the way, or that an in¬ 
genious critic can raise none. This is not the question. The more proper 
question is, whether the difficulties that lie in the way ol' this interpreta¬ 
tion are not less than those which can be thrown in the way of any of 
the other methods which have been discussed? I can only say, that they 
seem to me clearly to be less; and therefore I feel compelled to embrace 
this exegesis until a more probable one is proposed. It has been defended 
by Augustine, Lightfoot, Locke, J. A. Turretin, Sender, Rosen muller, Am¬ 
mon, Usteri, Keil, and many others. This, indeed, is in itself no adequate 
reason for receiving it; but it shows, at least, that the difficulties attending 
it have not been regarded as insuperable by men of very different theolo¬ 
gical views, and of no 9mall attainments. 


EXCURSUS IX. 

On Rom. viii. 28, re?; y.ara ‘Tgi&zGiv x/.jjrc/’; u. (p. 378.) 

Tiie difficulty arising from this passage, and the temptation to deny or 
obscure what I must believe to be its plain and inevitable meaning, are both 
suggested by the tbllo wing quest ion:“ How can God have had an eternal pur¬ 
pose as to those who are to be saved, and yet men be free agents, free even 
in the matter of their own repentance and conversion?” It will not be ex¬ 
pected, of course, that I should here discuss at length a metaphysical ques¬ 
tion, which the disputes and contentions of more than 4000 years have nut 
settled; for in every age and nation, where religious inquiries have been 
pursued, the difficulty before us has for substance presented itself to the 
minds of thinking men. One may say that three parties exist, and perhaps 
have in every age existed, in respect to it; viz., (1) Those who embrace the 
doctrine of fatality , and therefore deny the proper free agency of man. (2) 
Those who deny the divine decrees ov eternal purposes of God, and make in 
effect a kind of independent agency of man. (3) Those who believe both in 
the di vine foreknowledge, purpose, or decree (lor the difference between these 
is in name only, not fn reality), and also in the entire free agency of man. 
Among this latter class, I would choose my lot. The Scriptures seem to 
me plainly to hold forth both of these doctrines. Yea, so far are the sacred 
writers from apprehending any inconsistency in them, that they bring them 
both forward (/". e., divine agency and purpose, and human agency and pur¬ 
pose) at one and the same time, not seeming even to apprehend that any 
one will speculate on them so as to make out any contradiction. Forex- 
ample: Ac f s ii. 23, “Ilim, being delivered by the determinate counsel and 
foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have erncihed 
and slain;” i. e., the determinate counsel (jjpcpsvr, and foreknow¬ 

ledge of G od did not render the hands of the Jews less wicked, who cruci¬ 
fied the Saviour. Of course they must have acted in a voluntary manner, 
*• e -i us agents altogether five; for a sin involuntary^ i. e. } without consent 
ol the will, is a contradiction in terms, so far as moral turpitudeis concerned. 

Again; Phil. ii. 12, 13, “JVork out your own salvation with fear and 
trembling; fo rit is God who ivorkcth in you both to will andtodo t of his good 
pleasure;” i. e., the very ground on which I urge diligence in the matter 
ol your Christian duties is, that God helps you both to will and to ao. 
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Those are a specimen of the philosophy (if I may so speak) of the sacred 
writers. And of such philosophy the Bible is full. The attributes of an 
omniscient God, his designs, his very nature, prove that he must \mva pur¬ 
poses; and such as will not be frustrated. Prediction ox prophecy proves 
this, and puts it beyond all rational contradiction. Is it uncertain , whether 
what the prophets of God have foretold will come to pass? Yet are not 
the men by whom the things foretold are brought to pass, free agents in all 
cases of this nature, just as they were in the crucifixion of the Lord of glory? 

But you will ask: * How is this? 1 To which I answer at once: I do 
not know. The manner in which God's purposes are consistent with free 
agency, I do not pretend to know. The fact that they are consistent, I do 
know; because I am conscious of being a free agent; I am as certain of it as 
I am of my own existence. lam equally certain that God is omniscient, 
and has always been so; and therefore he must have always perfectly 
known every thing that w ill take place. If he knew it with certainty {and 
if lie did not, then he did not knowit at all), then is it uncertain whether it 
will take place? And if* it is certain, then how does this differ from what 
is said to be decreed? The name decree , indeed, seems to have carried 
along with it a kind of terror to many minds; but, so far as I can see, it 
implies neither more nor less than divine purpose or divine will. And can 
it be, that sober-minded Christians will, on reflection, maintain that there 
is no divine purpose or will? 

To all the arguments adduced from such a statement olfacts, which can 
be alleged in order to prove the doctrine of fatalism, I have only to reply, 
that fact itself disproves this; for we are conscious of beins jree agents. 
The Scriptures disprove this: for they every where treat men as free agents. 
And this is enough’; for these are the two highest possible sources of 
proof, and with these we ought to rest satislied. To what can we make 
a convincing appeal, if not to these? 

As to the question; How is our free agency made to consist with God’s 
eternal purposes? 1 have said nothing; for 1 know nothing. And as to 
the question, how ten thousand thousand other things, which I believe, and 
which all men believe, can be true or take place, no one in the present 
world knows, or ever will know, any thing; e.g., How do heat, moisture, 
and earth make one plant green and another red, one nutritive and another 
poisonous, in the very same bed of earth? yet we all believe the fact that 
they do. 

AVho can show it to be absurd, now, that God should have had an 
eternal purpose, and yet man be a free agent? 

Does the certain knowledge we now have of a past event, destroy the free 
agency of those who were concerned in bringing about that event? Did 
any previous knowledge of the same necessarily interfere with their free 
agency? And as to free agency itself; cannot God make a creature in his 
own image ,free like himself, rational like himself, the originator of thoughts 
and volitions like himself ? Can this be disproved? The fact that we are 
dependent beings, will not prove that we may not be free agents as to the 
exercise of the powers with which we are endowed,—free in a sense like 
to that in which God himself, as a rational being, is free. Nor will this 
establish any contingency or uncertainty of events,in the universe. Could not 
God as well foresee what would be the free and voluntary thought of men, 
in consequence of the powers which he should give them, as he could fore¬ 
see thoughts and volitions which would proceed from the operation of cx- 
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fernal causes upon them? Until this can be denied on the ground of rea¬ 
son and argument, the sentiment in question is not justly liable to the 
charge of introducing the doctrine of casual contingency or uncertainty 
into the plans of the divine mind. 

I only add, that when we say, ‘ God has had an eternal purpose in re¬ 
spect to those who are called’ (and the apostle does say this, Eph. iii. 11 ; 
2 Tim. i. 9), we speak dvOguirorruOug. With God there is no time. ‘ A 
thousand years are as one day, and one day as a thousand years.*) With 
him it is an eternal now, as it has often and forcibly been expressed. 
So the expressions, pre -destination, fore -ordination^ &c., strictly speak¬ 
ing, are anthropopathic. ‘Non pr^e -videntia, sed PRO -videntia potius 
dicitur,* says Boethius, De consol. Philo6. i. 5. prop. 6. 

If God has any purposes, they are eternal. We must, then, either deny 
that he has auy purposes, or else admit their eternal existence; and this 
being admitted, the x/.^ro/ y.ara tTgodtaiv arc truly such as the apostle de- 
hc’ ibes them to be in the sequel of chap. viii. 


EXCURSUS X. 

On Rom. viii. 28—30. (p. 382). 

On the disputes which have arisen from the paragraph in verses 28— 
30, I shall not comment at large in this place; but 1 cannot pass by the 
subject without making a few remarks. 

That man should be entirely dependent on God, and yet be a free agent 
at the same time, presents, it has been often asserted, an impossibility, an 
absurdity, a contradiction of terms, a scheme of fatalism, &c. After all, 
however, the mere disciple of Naturalism, who sets revelation entirely aside, 
but allows the natural perfections of the Godhead (among which are omni¬ 
science and omnipotence), falls into the very same difficulties inevitably, 
which he puts solely to the account of Revelation. If there be a God, a 
Creator, almighty and omniscient, then we are perfectly and entirely de¬ 
pendent on him; from everlasting moreover,he has known all that we are 
and shall be; he has known this with absolute certainty; and if so, then what 
we are and shall be is not fortuitous. This the disciple of nature can no 
more deny, than the disciple of revelation. And this involves at once all 
the real difficulties which are charged to the account of those who be¬ 
lieve in the plain and simple allegations of the passage before us. 

Once admit the idea of an omniscient and omnipotent Creator, and the 
difficulty of reconciling dependence and free agency conies up of course; 
and it bears equally, moreover, on every system which admits this truth. 
It is wonderful that this should not be more extensively seen and felt by 
writers, who are in the habit of charging all difficulties of this nature to 
the opinions of those who favour the sentiments of Calvin. 

After all, if there be any force in the objections made against the doctrine 
in question, it arises only front reasoning analogically in respect to the hues 
and qualities of matter 'and those of mind. In a piece of physical ma¬ 
chinery, every motion will be in accordance with the laws of million and 
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mechanical power, and all necessarily according to the contrivance of the 
mechanist; i. c., the laws of matter and motion remaining the same, the 
result which is calculated upon is-nccessary; and it is always the same, for 
there is no volition in the machine, nothing to resist, alter, or modify the 
influence to which it is subjected. 

Not so in the world of immaterial and spiritual being. Man is made in 
the image of God; therefore he has a free agency like to that of his Maker. 
From its very nature, this free agency is incapable of mechanical control. 
Motives, arguments, inducements may move, convince, persuade; but they 
ennnot control by a necessity like that in the world of matter. That they 
cannot, is owing to the very nature itself of a free agent, who is no longer 
free, if he have no ultimate choice and power of his own. The Bible every 
where ascribes such a power to man. He resists light, knowledge, persua¬ 
sion; he remains unmoved (at least undetermined) by all the motives 
drawn from earth, heaven, and hell; he resists and grieves the Spirit of 
God himself. Such are the representations of the Scripture. Is this re¬ 
presentation truth or fiction? Which is the same as to ask; Are men in 
fact free agents, or only so in name and appearance? 

That they are in fact free, is what I believe. Nor can I be persuaded, 
that illustrations of free agency drawn from the material world, are in any 
tolerable measure apposite to our subject. Our souls are spirit y not matter. 
'They are like the God who made them; not like the dust on which we 
tread. All arguments, then, drawn from cause or causation and effect in 
the material world, and applied to the subject of spiritual agency and in¬ 
fluence, are wrongly applied, and cannot serve to cast any tiling but dark¬ 
ness on this deeply interesting subject. 

All the deductions in respect to fatalism moreover, which are made out 
and charged upon those who hold the doctrine of God’s foreknowledge and 
eternal purposes, are made out by a process of reasoning which has its basis 
in material analogies. A regular, necessitous, mechanical concatenation of 
cause and effect, altogether like that in the world of nature, is predicated 
of the doctrine of the divine purposes or decrees; and then the charge of 
fatalism and absurdity of course follows. Let those who would avoid this 
take good care, then, not to reason shout spirit in the same way as they do 
about matter. 

Who now can prove, that the Spirit of God may not influence the human 
mind, in a manner perfectly consistent with its entire frceagency—influence 
it to accept the oilers of salvation, and become cZ(j,iMoo<pog too vioZ roD^eou? 
No one. He can no more do this, than he can prove that one man cannot 
influence another, without impairing his freedom of action; an event which 
takes place every hour, and in all parts of this lower world. Above all, 
who can show that truth can influence men while they remain free, and yet 
that the Spirit, who is the author of all truth, cannot operate as effectually 
and with as little interference with free agency, as the truth which helms 
revealed ? So little foundation is there for the charge of fatalism, against 
the doctrine of divine influence upon the souls of menl 

Those who are saved freely repent, freely beli q\q, freely accept the terms 
of salvation. Why can they not be as free under the influence of the 
Spirit, as they are under the influence of the truth which he has revealed? 
And none but penitents will be saved. There is no room then to say, that 
n belief in the divine eternal purposes makes it a matter of indifference 
whether a man lives a virtuous and holy life or not, and that if he is to be 
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saved, he will be saved, let him do what he may. The plain and certain 
truth is, that he ‘is not to be saved* unless he become conformed to the 
image of Christ, and that without holiness no man shall see the Lord. This 
is God’s everlasting purpose, his eternal decree; and sooner than this can 
be violated, heaven and earth shall pass away. All accusations of such a 
nature, then, against the doctrine in question, properly understood, are un- 
grounded and unjust. 

In regard to the dispute whether God rr?ow*/<?£ tod; x>.?jcoyr, from hi a 
mere good pleasure , or from a foresight of their faith and good uorhs; it ia 
easy to see, that the paragraph of the epistle which is under consideration 
does not decide on this. So far the question seems to be fully settled, by 
other texts of Scripture, viz., that the merit or obedience of the scXtj to! was 
not the ground or reason of their regeneration and sanctification. This 
would be assuming that holiness existed before it did exist; that it was the 
ground of that which it followed only as a consequence. 

On the other hand; as to the decretum absolution , as it has been called, 
viz., the determination that the jcAsjro/ should be saved, irrespectively of 
their character and actions, one cannot well sec how this is to be made out. 
So much must he true, viz., that they are not regenerated, sanctified, or 
saved, on account of merit; all is of grace, pure grace. If this be all that any 
one means by the decretum absolutum , there can be no reasonable objection 
made to it. But on the other hand; as God is omniscient , and therefore 
must know every part of every man’s character, through all stages of his 
being; as all things, in their fullest extent, must have always been naked 
and open to his view; so we cannot once imagine, that any decree or pur¬ 
pose in respect to the x\r,rot can have been made irrespective!g of their whole 
character. Such an irrespeclion (if I may use the word) is impossible. 
God has never determined, and from his holy nature never can determine 
to save any except such as are conformed to the image of his Son. All 
stands or falls together. A decretum absolution, ?. a decree which should 
separate these, or have no regard to these, would be a different one from 
that which the apostle has stated; and I may add, different from what we 
can ever imagine to be possible. , 

To what purpose, then, ean disputes on such a question be raised or 
fostered? Happy would it be for the church, had there been no occasion 
in times past to mourn over them ! It is truly important to distinguish that 
which is revealed, from that which is not; and to content ourselves with 
the one, and dismiss the other. li Secret things belong to the Lord our 
God; but things revealed to us and our children.” 

I will only add, that the phrase, God out oj his mere good pleasure, is very 
liable to be misunderstood and perverted, as it often has been. My own 
apprehension is, that most of those who employ it, use it merely tc signify 
without regard to merit, without being induced by considerations of meritorious 
obedience . In this sense, as applied to God in respect to his purposes of 
renewing and sanctifying sinners, it is strictly true. Merit they have not; 
obedience they exhibit not, while in their unrenewed and unsanctified slate. 
But then the phrase is often understood as conveying the idea, that God, 
in a way merely arbitrary , i. e without any good reasons whatever, did 
choose some to everlasting life. This can never be true at all; no, not in 
any 9ense whatever. A ll that can ever be true is, that GW has done this, 
while the reasons arc entirely unknown to us. He surely never did and never 
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will determine or do any thing, without the highest and best reasons; 
although he may not untold them to us. 

On the whole it is to be regretted that a phrase so easily misunderstood 
and perverted as that in question, should have been introduced into the 
technology of religion. It would have been much better to have avoided 
1 he disputes it has occasioned, by phraseology more explicit and unam¬ 
biguous 

One remark more, and I dismiss the whole subject. If I do not greatly 
err, the principal objections which serious and candid minds feel to the 
doctrine of predestination (as it is called), i. c. y of foreknowledge and eter¬ 
nal purpose on the part of God, arises from what I must think to be a mis¬ 
taken application of the principles of analogical reasoning. ‘IIow/ it is 
asked, ‘can God have determined from eternity who are to be saved, 1 i. e., 
whom he will effectually call, and justify, and sanctify, and bring to glory, 
and yet men be free to choose or refuse salvation? And the difficulty in 
all this is, that they suppose a regular concatenation of causes and influence 
must he arranged in the spiritual world, which will just as mechanically and 
certainly bring about the end, as that gravitation will make a stone fall to 
t ho earth. They join, with all this transfer of physical causation and effect 
over to spiritual tilings, the idea, that regard to the character or efforts of 
those who are saved is to be left out of the question; and then they make out, 
in their own minds, the idea of fatalism^ an undistinguishing fatalism, which 
acts thus and so, merely because it chooses to do this or that, without any 
good and sufficient reason whatever. And taking such a view of the doc¬ 
trine of predestination, of course they think it very reasonable to rejectit. 

Tn answer to all this it may be said (1), That it is impossible even to im¬ 
agine a casein which God can be supposed not to have before him the whole 
of'every individual character of those who belong to the xXr,ro/. (2) AH 
that the Scripture 1 teaches in regard to the ground or reason of his purpose of 
mercy towards these, is, that it is not on account of merit or desert in them; 
they are regenerated, and sanctified, and saved through grace, grace only; 
“ not of work, lest any man should boast.” Farther than this iiegative as¬ 
sertion, the Scripture does not go; and who knows any thing more than 
what is revealed concerning it? (3) The Bible, and experience, and reason, 
all unite in giving testimony of the highest kind which the human mind can 
receive, that whatever may be the purposes of God, men in fact are free 
agents ; free in all their spiritual exercises, as well as any others: and what 
is thus in fact conciliated or harmonized, cannot in its own nature be con¬ 
tradictory or absurd. (4) The eternal purpose of God is no more in the 
way of free agency, than his present purpose; for his present purpose is 
neither more nor less than his eternal one, and his eternal one neither more 
nor less than his present one. With him there is one eternal now; and all 
ideas of causation, and concatenation of causes and influence, drawn from 
sensible objects that are temporary and sitccessivc , only serve to mislead the 
mind in regard to God, when they are applied to him. (5) All the diffi¬ 
culties which ever have been or ever can be raised in regard to the foreor¬ 
dination or decree of God, concentre at. last in one single point, viz,, How 
cun a creature be perfectly dependent, entirely under the control and within 
the power of another, and yet lie free ? And nil the difficulty here comes 
at last upon the how ; it lies not in the fact; for the fact that such is the 
case, is put beyond all doubt, by the testimony of Scripture and experience. 

Now as this now lies equally in the way of all who admit the existence 
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of an omniscient and omnipotent Creator—I say equally in the way of all 
such, for this is plainly the case unless they are fatalists—and since, more¬ 
over, this question is plainly beyond the boundaries of human knowledge; 
it does not seem to me reasonable to declaim against those who admit that 
the doctrine of divine foreknowledge implies of course divine purpose; and 
that divine purpose must have been always the same, inasmuch as God is 
immutable, “the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever.” At any rate, no 
arguments of an a priori nature can serve to set aside the plain, direct, in¬ 
evitable meaning of the passage in Rom..viii. 28, seq. Nor if it presents 
a difficulty, can we free ourselves from this, even if we reject revelation. 
A God almighty and omniscient, and a creature frail and entirely depen¬ 
dent, and yet free, always and every where present the same paradox to 
the human understanding. The Jew, the Mahommedan, and the Theist, 
are obliged to encounter it, in common with the Christian of strict creed 
mid principles. 


EXCURSUS XI. 

On Rom. ix. 17, tig avrb rotro i'-rr/tizd as (p. 431). 

But what is the meaning of the entire assertion, the words of which we have 
tlius considered? Does it mean that God did actively and by his immedi¬ 
ate influence on the heart or mind of Pharaoh, excite him or rouse him up 
to do evil, i. e to continue obstinate and rebellious against himself? Or 
that God had excited or roused him up by the various plagues sent on him 
and his people, so that his opposition to letting the people of Israel go had 
become more active and bitter? The first of these meanings is the one 
which it is said some writers have ventured to give. E. g Augustine, (de 
Gratia et lib. Arbit. c. 21): Ilis et talibus testimoniis Scripturarum satis 
manilestaturoperai iDeum in cordibushominum adinclina?idaseonmi vo/up - 
tales quocumquevoluerit, sire ad bona pro sva misericord id sive admala pro 
meritis eorum, &e. So Goiuar, as represented by Ilalcs: “Not unjustly 
does God condemn the sinner, for he has ordained the means of condemna¬ 
tion [z. e. y sin]; so that he condemns no one, without having first plunged 
him into sin.”— Golden Jlcmains , p. 435, ed. 1G8S. Augustine says, more 
expressly and fully than above, on the verse before us: Excitavi tc ut con- 
tu m aci us resis teres, non tantum permittendo, sed multa etiam tarn intus quam 
forts operando . So Anselm, as quoted by Tholuck: Cum malus esses, pro- 
digiis quasi sopiturn excitavi, ut in malxtia persisleres atque deter tor feres . 
After quoting this passage, Tholuck exclaims: “ Is it God or the devil who 
speaks thus ?” And on the oilier passages just quoted he says : “Can God 
speak thus to man [viz. can he say what these comments represent him as 
saying]? then woe to us ! for we are mere dwarfs in the hands of an irre¬ 
sistible Cyclops, created and dashed in pieces at his pleasure.” And again: 
“Then have Satan and God exchanged offices. God gocth about as a 
roaring lion, seeking whom lie may devour; and Satan exults that the Al¬ 
mighty, from whose hand none can escape, places at his disposal the victims 
of his vengeance.” He then goes on to say, that this is just what pantheism 
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would exult in, viz., that pantheism which abolishes all distinction between 
good and evil.* 


■ Dr. J. P. Smith, in the preface to my work os stated above (p. G28), objects to my citations 
of Augustine and others In this passage, us tending to place the authors unlairly before the eye 
of the public, because it seems virtually to accuse them of the doctrine of fatality. But he has in 
part mistaken the object of my citations. I had no design to accuse the men in question oi 
really holding the doctrine of fatality, i. e„ that God is the proper author of sin ; but merely to 
show that writers of great talent and much celebrity had occasionally expressed themselves iu a 
way that scarcely eeeins compatible with scriptural views. The passage from Augustine surely 
cannot be denied. It were easy to add not a few more of the same tenor; but this would be 
foreign to my purpose at present. All that can be said is, that Augustine, like every other man 
who is a wurin disputant and writes a great deal, in the fervour of his zeal has expressed himself 
iu a manner that comports not all with the general spirit and tenor of his writings. He was, 
beyond a doubt, tho ablest and most consistent of all the ancient Fathers as a theologian. As a 
critic, however, a very high rank surely canuot be assigned him; for he was even unacquainted 
with the Hebrew language. There is no doubt that Augustine usually expresses himself-as a 
Bober man, on the dillicult topics connected with the subject of the present Excursus ; there is as 
little doubt that iu the heat of controversy “he goes for the whole." How can such a writer, 
however pious and able, always be consistent? 

My frieud complains of omissions, in the citation of Augustine, of parts of the passage, and of 
the sequel. But surely he will call to mind, that the subject of discussion is not the general or¬ 
thodoxy of Augustine ; but merely whether he had expressed himself in a certain way. in rela¬ 
tion to the text under consideration. The quotation fairly settles this point; and, I must think, 
without any injustice to Augustine. lie does say, that • God works in the hearts of men to in¬ 
cline them to evil as well as to good and this was all he was appealed to as saying. How good, 
great, or consistent a man he was, the ratio loci et temporis did not permit me to discuss. 

In regard to the quotation from Auseliu, Dr. Smith 6uys he has searched in vain for the ori¬ 
ginal ; and he appears to doubt whether it exists. 1 also h ive made a search of some consider¬ 
able extent, and have not been so successful as to find it. Yet in a folio, who will venture to say 
that it does not somewhere lie concealed ? Tholuck is one of the lust men to quote falsely and 
erroneously. 1 can hardly feel that he is mistaken as to the fact that Anselm has snch a pas¬ 
sage. Yet I confess It seems strange to me, that Tholuck, who names it a hot'riblc (sclireokli- 
dies) passage, should not tell his renders where they might find it, so as to judge of the tenor of 
it for themselves. In my estimate-of Anselm's character, I heartily unite with my friend, and 
with the lute ecclesiastical historian, Milner. 

Dr. Smith also complains of the injustice dotie to Gornar. He says that he has searched the 
works of Oumar iu vuin, to find any thing like the passage quoted. The declaration of my friend 
1 do not distrust. But he will cull to mind, that the quotation from Gomar is expressly stated 
in my Excursus to he taken from Hales’s account of him at the Synod ol’Dort. Dr. S. seems to 
aim at palliating a little the injustice that some might think I lmd done to these writers by say¬ 
ing, that “ I have avowedly borrowed them from Tholuck.” As to Gomar, he says that I look 
the passage from Tholuck, he from Mosheim, and Moslicim from John llales of Eton, “who 
embraced the eide of Gomnr’s opponents at the Synod of Dort. Thus,” adds he, “ Mr. Stuart 
has the passage at third hand.” . 

My answer is short. I verified the quotation from Mordieim's translation of Hales’s letters, 
having the original work of Moshcim before me. 1 had before read the whole of Unit work, amt 
remembered the passage. The original English work of Males, i. e., his letters to the ambassa¬ 
dor at the Ilngnc, Sir 1>. Carlctou, was not then in niy possession. It now lies before me. On 
p. 4 j. r ) (us I have already stated in the text), stands the passage in question. It is not misrepre¬ 
sented by Moshcim and Tholuck, as to substance. Yet ns to the last clause of the quotation, it 
is doubt lid whether it comes from Gomar, or is a conclusion drawn by Moshciiu, and by Tholuck 
after him, from what is said in the first part of the quotation. From the inode of printing and 
pointing iu the O'vtden itemains, it is impossible to tell whether the phrase, that is, an he predestin¬ 
ated man to death, so he. predestinated him to sin, the only way to death, belongs to Gomar or to the 
comment of Hides on what Gomar had just said, viz., that, as God had decreed the cml [death], 
bo he did decree the means [sin.] Mosheim takes the doubtful words as belonging to Gomar; 
the inspection of them in the Golden Remains rather inclines me to attribute them to Hales. 
Be, this, however, as it may, they lire undoubtedly u correct exposition of the sentiment conveyed 
by the declaration ot Gomar. 

Every thing turns then on the credit due to John Hales, As to this, no less a personage than 
J. Pearson, the well-known, learned, and excellent bishop of that name, edited John Hales’s 
book, Inasmuch as his name stands attached to the preluec. Ilia testimony concerning Hales, 
whom he intimately knew, is as follows: “John Hales (some time Greek Professor of the Uni¬ 
versity of Oxford, long a Fellow of Eton College, and a*- last also a prebendary at Windsor) wus 
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These expressions, it must be admitted, bear very hardly on such men as 
Augustine. Anselm, Calvin, liezn, V. Martyr, Parscus, Gomar, and many 
others. Yet so much must we concede, viz., that the Scriptures not only 
teach us God’s entire abhorrence of sin, and the freedom of man in 
sinning, but they do also, in so many words, assert that “ God cannot be 
tempted with evil, neither tempteth he any man ; but every man is 
tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed,” James i. 
13, 14. With this unequivocal assertion of an apostle before our eyes, 
an assertion bearing directly on the specific point of internal excitement 
to do evil, we ought not to take any position which maintains, that God 
operated directly on the heart and mind of Pharaoh , in order to harden 
him and make him more desperate. 

God does not permit wicked men to say truly that such is the Cffse, in 
respect to his dealings with them. Thus he says to the Jews: “ Will ve 
steal, murder, and commit adultery, and swear falsely, and burn incense 
to Baal, and walk after other gods whom ye know not; and come and 
stand before me in this house...and say: \Vc are delivered we are 

reserved ] to do all these abominations?” Jer. vii. 9, 10. Nay, the Scripture 
directly decides, that there may be a “ determinate counsel and foreknow¬ 
ledge of God” respecting a thing which is exceedingly sinful, and yet that 


a man, I think, of as great a sharpness, quickness, and subtility of writ, a9 ever this, or perhaps 
any nation bred... He became as great a master of polite, various, and universal learning, as ever 
yet conversed with books... He really was a most prodigious example of acute and piercing wit, 
of a vast and illimited knowledge, of a severe and profound judgment... I cannot esteem him less 
in any thing which belongs to a qood man, than in those intellectual perfections...As a Christian, 
none was over more acquainted with the nature of the gospel, none more studious of the know¬ 
ledge of it, or more curious in search...If ever any man might be allowed to judge, it was he who 
go long, so much, so advantageously considered ; and what is more, who never could be said to 
have the least worldly design in his determinations...He was most exemplary, meek, and humble, 
notwithstanding his perfections...This testimony...comes far short of him."—Tref. to Golden 
Remains. 

So much for the capacity of TTalcs to understand Gomar, and for his fidelity in reporting what 
ho said. As to the fact alleged by my friend, viz., that '* Hales was on the side of Goinar’s op¬ 
ponents at the Synod of Doi t,” it is the greatest mistake of all. lie who has studied well the 
history of llic Synod of Dort, cannot be ignorant of ihe fact that it was convoked by the influ¬ 
ence of King James, and with a design to support Calvinism. Sir Dudley Carleton was accord¬ 
ingly sent by the King to stay at the Hague, uud watch over nil the movements of the Synod, in 
order to sec that matters were conducted so as to please his majesty. It was indecorous for 
Carleton to go directly to Dort; and so he stopped a short distance from it, and sent Hales to 
watch the motions of the Synod, and communicate them to him from day to day. For this very 
purpose had Hales been nominated by king James, as the most shrewd, learned, and able of all the 
English Calvinists. Haa he been in any degree suspected of leaning to Arminianism, he could 
not possibly have received the appointment that he did. It was by attendance on the Synod, 
and witnessing the manuer in which the Arminians were treated, that Hales became first cool 
towards Gomar and bis party, and afterwards opposed to them on the ground of their violence 
and persecution unto blood. In subsequent life he seems to have declined still farther from tlie 
high Calvinistic party. But be this as it may, there is not the least ground of doubt that he was 
a high Calvinist when he went to the Synod of Dort. That his letters ore a faithful picture of 
what took place there, no one who reads them with candour and attention can doubl. The in¬ 
ternal evidence is perfectly convincing. Nor have I ever seen their authenticity called in ques¬ 
tion. That Gomar, with all his abilities, whatever they were, was a high party-man, a heated 
disputant, and a bold uncompromising defender of ultra-doctrines on the subject of the divine 
decrees, no one, I think, will call in question, who reads the letters of Holes. 

After all, I hardly need to have suid uny thing in the way of my own vindication ; for I hav* 
expressly -aid, that the remnrks of Tholuck "bear very hardly " on the authors quoted. Yet in 
deference to the feelings of my friend, whose opinion I so highly value, and injustice to the 
general tenor and strain of the works of the authors quoted, I have modified my own remarks 
upon iheir declarations. I do this, not because I suppose them not to lmvc made such declin a¬ 
tions; but because I suppose them to lmve said, in the heal of dispute, that which they did not 
abide by in their sober and considerate moments. 
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those who are agents in bringing it about may be altogether voluntary anil 
guilty, Acts ii. 23- Guilty or wickel they could not be, unless they were 
voluntary agents. 

But having advanced thus far, we must go still farther in order to obtain 
satisfaction as to the point in question. This can be obtained only by a 
considerate and extensive survey of the usus loguendi in the Scriptures, with 
reference to God < 7 $ the author of all things . There is a sense, in which he 
is the author of all things, yea, of all actions. He has created all things. 
Under his control, and by bis direction and power, they come into exist¬ 
ence* None but atheist3 will deny this, lie continues to hold them all 
under his control, i. c., he governs the universe: and in him u we live, and 
move, and have our being.” He directs all things after the counsel of his 
own will; i. e. y lie so guides and controls all things, all events, all creatures 
and their actions, os finally to accomplish his own blessed and glorious pur¬ 
poses, both of mercy and justice. 

The moment vve admit him to bean omniscient and omnipotent God, that 
moment we admit that he must have foreseen from eternity o//the actiuiis 
of 1)is creatures, all their thoughts and affections and wishes and de¬ 
sires. We cannot deny that, foreseeing all these with all their consequences, 
he brought them into being, and placed them (for surely it was he who or¬ 
dered their lot) in circumstances, where lie knew they would act as lie had 
foreseen they would. It is impossible to deny this, without denying the 
omniscience of God, and his immutability. 

Now the Seripture most evidently admits and inculcates all these truths. 
Such being the fact, there is plainly a sense in which all things and events 
may be ascribed to God. He foreknew them; and his creating and govern¬ 
ing and controlling power renders it certain that they will eome to pass; 
for how eould he foreknow what is uncertain ? Accordingly, the Bible de¬ 
clares that 4 we live and move and have our being in God.* Nay it goes 
farther than this; however we may stumble at the expressions, or revolt at 
the sentimenu It ascribes evil, yea, moral evil, to God in some sense or 
other; an assertion which must not be hazarded without proof, and which 
shall be supported by an overwhelming mass of examples. Let the reader 
now turn to the following passages and attentively consider them; viz., 2 
Sam. xii. 11, xvi. 10; 1 Kings xxii, 22; Josh. xi. 20; Ps. cv. 25; 1 Kings 
xi. 23; 2 Sam. xxiv. 1. Let him next examine the texts which declare 
that God hardened the heart ofone and another; c.g., of Pharaoh, Exod. 
vii. 13, ix. 12, x. 1, 20, 27, xi. 10, xiv. 8; Rom. ix. 18; of Sihon king of 
the Amorites, Deut. ii. 30; of the Israelites, lsai. lxiii. 17; John xii. 40. 
Who can read such texts as these, and so many, and yet aver that the 
Scripture teaches us, that there is no sense in which it is true that God 
hardens the hearts of men ? 

But the great question yet remains, Does God do this in such a way, 
1 . r., is he so concerned in it, and only so concerned, that man’s free agency 
is still left entire, and so lhat all the moral blame of his sins is to be attri¬ 
buted solely to him? This question we may answer in the affirmative. The 
Bible does indeed speak of God as hardening the hearts of men, in some 
sense or other. In wlmt sense, is not specifically said, although it is very 
plainly implied. That be does this in the way of direct influence on the 
heart or mind, seems to be unequivocally denied in James i. 13. 14. That 
what wc arc allowed to attribute to him, in respect to the hardening of tho 
heart, eunnot be any thing which takes away the criminality and guilt of 



63(3 


EXCURSUS XI, ON KOAI. IX. 17. 


men, nor any thing which in any measure abridges the entire freedom of 
their own actions, is clear from the fact, that the sacred writers often and 
every where ascribe the hardening of the heart to the wicked themselves . So, 
expressly, in respect to Pharaoh, Exod. viii. ]5, 32, ix. 3d; 1 Sam. vi. 6; 
in respect to others, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13; Ps. xcv. 8; Prov. xxviii. 14; Job 
ix. 4; and so of hardening the neck , which for substance has the same mean¬ 
ing, 2 Kings xvii. 14; Jer. vii. 26, xix. 15; Prov. xxix. 1; Neh. ix. 16, 
17, 29. In other expressions the passive voice only is made use of, without 
designating any agent; e. g ., Exod. vii. 22, viii. 19, ix. 7, 35, et alibi. 

With these texts may be compared Isai. vi. 10, where the prophet is bid 
to go and make the heart of the people stupid, their ears heavy, and to closo 
up their eyes. Read now the comments on this, in Matt. xiii. 15; Mark iv. 
12; John xii. 40; Acts xxviii. 26, 27. A comparison of these is replet • 
with instruction; for in Isai. vi. 10, \\\e,prophet is represented as hardening 
the Jews, because he declares to them the divine word, and they, hearing 
and rejecting it, become more hardened. In John xii. 40, GW is represent¬ 
ed as hardening their heart (which secmsalso to be implied in Mark iv. 12); 
while in Matt. xiii. 15 and Acts xxviii. 26, 27, the plain and necessary im¬ 
plication is, that the Jews hardened their own hearts. Here then is one 
and the same case, which is represented in three different ways. (1) The 
prophet hardens the Jews. (2) God does the same thing. (3) The Jewish 
people do it themselves. Is all this true; or is one part contradictory to 
another? We may safely answer: It is all true. The prophet is said to 
harden the hearts of the Jews, merely because he is the instrument of deli¬ 
vering messages to them; while they, in consequence of abusing these, be¬ 
come more hardened and guilty. God hardens their hearts, in that by bis 
providence he sustains them in life, upholds the use of all their powers, 
causes the prophets to warn and reprove them, and places them in circum¬ 
stances where they must receive these warnings and reproofs. Under this 
arrangement of his providence they become more hardened and wicked. 
In this sense, and in this only, do the Scriptures seem to affirm that he is 
concerned with the hardening of men’s hearts. 

The Jews hardened their own hearts, inasmuch as they freely and volun* 
tarily abused all the blessings and privileges which the providence and 
mercy of God had bestowed upon them, and thus became more stupid and 
corrupt. 

Surely no one will say that the prophet (Isai. vi. 10) hardens the hearts 
of the Jews, by direct and positive influence upon them. It is not neces¬ 
sary, then, when it is declared that God hardened the heart of Pharaoh , to 
draw the conclusion that this was done by direct and positive influence. 
That it is not necessary, can be made clear from the following illustration 
of Scripture usage. In 2 Sam. xxiv. 1, it is said, The Lord moved (nDuj 
David to go an t number Israel , &c., which, under the circumstances then 
existing, and with the views that David had, was a great sin in the sight of 
heaven, and was punished by a signal judgment of God. Here observe, 
tliat riD 5 l is applied directly to Jehovah, without any intimation of a 
secondary agent or instrument; and so one might argue (as some do in re¬ 
gard to other expressions of the like nature in the Scriptures), that God is 
here asserted to be the direct exciting cause, which occasioned David to 
i, umber Israel. &e. Yet in 1 Chron. xxi. 1 the very same thing is ascribed 
to Satan; And Satan moved®®*') David logo and number Israel, be. Observe 
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that the very same verb is employed in the second case, as in the first. 
Now as Satan is the tempter of men to sin, and as “ God templed no man” 
wc must say, Here is a clear case, in which that is ascribed to God, which 
lie permits or suffers to be brought about under his superintendence or 
government of the universe, by agents of an inferior character. This 
seems, at least, to be a clear case; and it is one which has a very import¬ 
ant bearing on the subject before us. 

It is true that God roused up Pharaoh, so that he was the occasion of the 
divine power and glory being displayed in all the land of Egypt. But was 
this done by direct and immediate operation in hardening his heart, or was 
it through the signs and wonders, which the power and providence of God 
performed before the eyes and in the country of this contumacious monarch? 
In the latter wily, we may safely answer, inasmuch as Pharaoh and others 
are said, in the Scriptures, to harden their omit hearts. There was another 
agency here, then, besides that of Jehovah; just as in the case stated above. 
God in his providence did send Moses and Aaron with a commission to 
make demands on the king of Egypt in behalf of the oppressed Hebrews; 
he sent plagues upon Egypt by his miraculous power; and all these things 
under arrangements of his providence being brought to act upon Pharaoh, 
he became worse and worse. The Lord hardened his heart, because the 
Lord was the author of commands and messages and miracles, which were 
the occasion of Pharaoh’s hardening his own heart. In just such a way, Paul 
says that our sinful passions are by the law , rd t n:a.dr it u.aT<x rZn d/ioc^rtojv rd 
did too vo>ov,'Rom. vii. 5, which he afterwards explains by saying, jj yd% 
dfia^Tta dtoaopw Xa/SoDtfa, x. r. X., Horn. vii. 11. 

That God was the author of the commands and messages delivered by 
Moses and Aaron to Pharaoh, is clear; that lie was the author of the judg¬ 
ments inflicted on the land of Egypt is clear; that he knew what effect these 
would produce on the heart of Pharaoh, is equally certain; and that he de¬ 
signed to turn all this into ultimate good, and to glorify himself, the Bible 
often asserts or implies. There is no difficulty then in saying, with refer¬ 
ence to all this, and in the sense slated above, that God hardened Pharaoh’s 
heart, or that he roused him up, viz. by his messages and the miracles which 
lie wrought. It is a clear case, that the active and biller indignation and 
contumacy of Pharaoh was greatly increased or excited by these doings of 
Divine Providence; and therefore the sentiment of our text remains true; 
while, at the same lime, God is not the author of Pharaoh’s sin (in the com¬ 
mon sense of this expression), an)' more than he is ihe author of our sin, 
because be has given us powers and faculties by which wc may sin, and, 
with full knowledge that we should sin, has placed us in a world where we 
are of course surrounded by temptations and enticements to sin. After all 
this, vve arc free agents , wc sin voluntarily , and we are therefore account¬ 
able for it; all which was equally true of Pharaoh. 

To nil that lias now been said to illustrate and vindicate the true sense of 
E^yfiga, it nmy be added, that the conclusion drawn by the apostle in ver. 
18, clearly implies that lie gave such a sense to verses 1G, 17, as has been 
given above: tk Therefore lie hath mercy on whom he will, and whom he 
will,he hurdaieth Now if igijye/gu docs not imply some kind of agency, 
something done on the part of God which has a connection with the hard¬ 
ening of Pharaoh’s heart, how can the apostle deduce the conclusion in ver. 
18 from the assertion in verses 1G, 17? This consideration alone seems 
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fully and finally to decide the point, in regard to the exegesis put upon 
J£>$yf/fa by Tholuck, who follows the d/srr^r^i 35 of the Seventy, and con¬ 
strues it of preserving Pharaoh, i. e., upholding him in life during the con¬ 
tinuance of the plagues in Egypt. Six of these had already been inflicted, 
when the words in ver. 17 were spoken. Tholuck says that Pharaoh might 
have easily been taken off by these plagues, and therefore relates, 

as he maintains, to Pharaoh’s having been preserved in life. And in the 
same way many others have construed the word But this will 

hardly satisfy the demands of critical exegesis. The six plagues already 
inflicted were, the turning of the waters of the Nile into blood, Exod. vii. 
14, seq.; the sending of the frogs, Exod. viii. 1 , seq.; of the lice, Exod. viii. 
16, seq.; of the flies, Exod. viii. 20 , seq.; the murrain of beasts, Exod. ix.l, 
seq.; and the plague of biles and blains, Exod. ix. 8 , eeq. Now as all these 
plagues were merely temporary , and as we have no intimation in the sacred 
records that they occasioned the loss of human life among the Egyptians, so 
there seems to be no special reason for putting tliis sense on viz. 

I have preserved thee , or kept thee alive . 

And then, if this be adopted, how does the conclusion of the apostle in 
ver. 18 follow, viz. ov d's SeXe/ G‘/.\y,o\jvu? Does preserving in life, or making 
one to keep his standing , necessarily import a z'o or jxa 

I am altogether unable to see how Paul could deduce such a conclusion 
from such premises. 

I must therefore accede to what seems to be the plain and evident mean¬ 
ing of i%Y,yeiga, viz., that God in his providence did so direct things, viz., 
the warnings to Pharaoh, the commands addressed to him, and the signs 
and wonders in his land, that he was excited to more vehement resistance 
and contumely, which ended in his signal overthrow and destruction. I 11 
all this Pharaoli was entirely voluntary and free. The case differs not, in 
principle, from what happens every day. As Las been before remarked, 
God creates men : he endows them with powers and faculties which enable 
them to sin; and places them in a world surrounded by temptation; and 
all this, knowing certainly that they will sin. Every one must agree to this. 
But are not men free agents still? Do they not sin voluntarilyl Does not 
the blame of this attach entirely to themselves ? Can any part of it bejustly 
charged upon God? Surely not; and if not, then there is a sense in which 
lie may say, that he roused up Pharaoh , in order that he might shotv forth his 
power and glory in all theearth; and this without making himself the proper 
author of sin. In one sense, God doe 9 all that takes place under his pro¬ 
vidence and government of the world; for ho preserves all creatures and 
all worlds, and gives them all their powers, faculties, and opportunities of 
action. In another sense, God is not the author of sin ; “ God tempteth no 
inan.” Man is the proper author of his own sin; “every man is tempted 
when he is drawn away by his own lust, and enticed to sin.” In one sense 
God Lath made all things for himself, yea, “ the wicked for the day of evil,” 
Prov. xvi. 4, and in the like sense lie roused up Pharaoh. So far as he is 
concerned with all this, it is in a way that is perfectly consistent with the 
freedom of men in action; and all his designs are to bring good out of evil, 
and thus to promote the glory of his own name; as is intimated in the 
verse before us. 

All the difficulty which is involved in these declarations in their full 
extent, is iinolved in the principle (which even Theism admits), that God is 
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omniscient , omnipotent, and immutable. The Deist has, in reality, the very 
same difficulties to cope with here, so far ns the free agency and the sinful¬ 
ness of men are concerned, as the evangelical Christian. The modus of the 
whole is our ignorance of the manner in which free agency and entire de¬ 
pendence, foreknowledge and voluntary action, consist together and are 
harmonized. But as fact only is known to us, viz., the fact that they do 
coexist; and as the manner of iheir coexistence or consistency is beyond the 
boundaries of human knowledge; so I do not see how those, who are 
stumbled at the subject under consideration, can ever satisfy themselves, so 
long as they insist on first knowing the manner of the consistency, before 
they admit the fact. 

In the apostle’s time, the very same objection was made to his doctrine, 
which has been made ever since, and is still every day repeated So the 
verses in the sequel plainly show us. They show, moreover, that the 
apostle was understood in the same way by objectors, as his words at first 
view would seem to mean; for if this were not so, what ground was there 
for the objection which is raised? 

The difficulty of this subject, the manner in which it has so often been 
misunderstood and abused, and a wish to contribute (if possible) something 
to remove some of its perplexities from the minds of readers who may 
peruse these pages, are my apology lor dwelling so long upon it. That 
there ure difficulties still which remain unexplained, and which ever must 
remain so while ‘ we know in part,' L t while we continue in the present 
world, I do not feel disposed at all to deny. But this is confessedly the 
case in regard to a multitude of other things, which all admit without 
hesitation; and admit them, too, even while the modus of them remains 
utterly inexplicable. 


EXCURSUS XII. 

On the various designations in Rom. xii. 8 (p. 505). 

I have, in the commentary, given the reader the imWexegcsis of the pas¬ 
sage in question, viz., o fitradidovc, iv d$r>.or*jre o « m *oiarufLEvo;, \v a-Toudi}' o 
t/.tujv, sv /XagoVTjr/. But an attentive and repeated examination of it has 
raised many doubts in my mind whether there is not a radical mistake at 
the foundation of this whole interpretation. I refer not now to the verbal 
criticisms merely; which, it is obvious, are in general well founded and 
correct. But 1 reler to the assumption, in this case, that 6 /MiradidoCc, 6 
rrouicrdiMtvo;, and 6 designate officers or offices in the church; I mean 
officers in the usual and proper sense of the word, viz,, men set apart by the 
special designation and appointment of the church, for the performance of 
some peculiar and appropriate duties. I have a predominant persuasion, 
that these words here designate duties which individuals merely as such 
were to perform, and to whom the church looked for such performance be¬ 
cause they had ability or opportunity to perform them, or (if it shall ba 
thui ght more probable) who were specially desired by the church to perform 
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them. In the last case it might be true, for example, that to an individual 
in the church who was wealthy, the church looked in a peculiar manner 
with expectation that he would aid the poor; or (to adduce another ex¬ 
ample) it might happen that some individual had leisure, and also particular 
qualifications for visiting the sick, consoling mourners, counselling the per¬ 
plexed, relieving the distressed by various personal attentions, &c., and the 
church looked to him as a 6 eXewv, or they made a special request of him 
that lie would attend to such duties., All this might be, nay, it is all very 
natural and probable; while, at the same time, this would not prove that 
there were regularly instituted offices in the church, designated by 6 /xsra- 
bibobc, o xPo7<frafj,svoSy and 6 sXebbv. 

These hints give the general views which I feel compelled to entertain 
of the words under examination. But as the whole subject has an impor¬ 
tant bearing on the polity of the Christian church, Ifeel obliged to assign 
reasons for such an opinion. 

(1) It is obvious that the apostle does not here confine himself to extra- 
ordinari/ and miraculous gifts only, allhough he includes them. The 
‘jrgopriTTis was one who spoke under the influence of inspiration; but 6 
diddaxuv and & cra^axaXwv might or might not be inspired; for the office 
itself was of a permanent or general nature, and not limited to special cir¬ 
cumstances. So the biciy.ovo; might or might not be an inspired man; for 
Stephen (Acts vi. vii.) was “ full of the Holy Ghost,” while we have no 
particular reason to believe that all of his brethren in office were endowed 
with the same gift. The same is true of b /xerao/oovr, 6 i<rrdf&tvos, and b 
eXewv: for the respective individuals who performed the duties designated 
by these words, might, at times, enjoy special divine assistance and direc¬ 
tion. But this belongs not essentially to the nature of the duties them¬ 
selves, which may in general be performed without miraculous interposi¬ 
tion. 

(2) It is equally obvious that the apostle, in the whole extent of bis ex¬ 
hortation here, includes both public and private, official and unofficial 
duties. A bare inspection of verses, 6—21 sets this question at rest. He 
means to say, that inasmuch as all Christians are members of one and the 
same body, all their gifts and talents, of whatever kind or nature, whether 
adapted to the performance of public or private duties, whether they are 
aided by the special influence of the Spirit or otherwise —all were to be 
employed in the most efficient and profitable manner. Such is the evident 
tenor of his whole discourse. Who, for example, would seek in verses fi, 
10 seq., for directions only to men in official stations? There is no reason¬ 
able question, therefore, respecting the general principle which I have here 
laid down, in regard to the whole paragraph which contains the apostle’s 
exhortation. - Bui where does lie dismiss the address to the officers of the 
church as such, and begin with individuals or laymen? This is the very 
gi&t of the question; and in order to throw some light on this, I observe, 

(3) That the very construction and natural order of verses 6—8 favour 
the supposition, that the last three classes of men named are private , not 
official persons. 

In respect to the natural order of the passage, it would seem to be an 
obvious dictate of propriety, that the apostle should begin first with the 
officers of the church; and this be has plainly done; for we have xso$T t 7r t z> 
di Ixcvog, d/ddffr.aXo;, b rruguxa'kwv, before lie proceeds to the rest. Now if, 
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after -ra^ctxaXwi/, he proceeds to unofficial men (as I suppose), then it would 
bo perfectly natural to select from among these, those who are particularly 
distinguished in the chureh for their usefulness; and so he seems to have 
done. The reader will not fail to notice, moreover, that here (before 
o fLtrabibovi) the construction is changed by the apostle, eiVe being omitted 
as if purposely to designate a change in classification. 

(4) It is difficult, if not impossible tomake out official distinctions through 
the whole of verses 6—8. How does o fierabibovg, as an officer of the church, 
differ from L bidxovogl And again; how does o iXcwv differ from both, or 
from either? A question which none of the commontators have answered 
with any good degree of satisfaction. Indeed most of them pass the diffi¬ 
culty over with entire silence; which is at least the most easy, if not the 
most instructive, method of commentary. Here then according to them, 
are two supplementary offices to that of bidnovog; the main and originally 
the ODly duty of which was, to take care of the poor . 

But further, who is 6 rr^o'i<ird/MBvog? He who presides over the church? If 
so, how can he be placed the sixth in rank here, and the seventh in 1 Cor.xii. 
28? (See xu/Segi/jjtfe/j there.) Then again, why should b Tr^oiardi^vog not have 
a place among the teachers, instead of being placed where it has, on the right 
and left hand, an office of mere charity ? Does the presiding officer of the 
whole chureh ever rank in this way, in times either ancient or modern? I 
know of no such example. 

I am aware, indeed, that the apostle has not strictly followed the order of 
office here, as to dignity or rank, inasmuch as he has mentioned the deacon 
before the teacher or exhorter . But there is an apparent reason for this. In 
speaking of the official classes of the Romish church, the highest and lowest 
office, viz. that of prophet and deacon, i. e., the two extremes of office, 
occurred first: which is a very natural method of thought. These the apostle 
wrote down as they occurred. He then supplied the intermediate offices, 
viz., that of teacher and exhorter, i. e the proper doctrinal instructor, 
whether in public or private, and exhorter, or practical and persuasive 
preacher. This will account very naturally for the order of officers here . But 
in I Cor. xii. 28, the apostle exprofesso recounts the natural order seriatim; 
which he makes to be, 1. Apostles; 2. Prophets; 3. Teachers; 4. Such as 
possessed miraculous powers in general /$); 5. Such as possessed 

the gift of healing the sick; G. AvriXTr^ug', 7. K vfiegvrjGetg; 8. Those who 
spoke various languages; 9. Interpreters (comp, ver, 30;. 

Here, then the 6 fLirubibovg, 6 ^^dierd^vog, nnd 6 eXewy of our text, are 
omitted (unless indeed the 6 tfgdiardpivog is found in the of which 

more hereafter), and dvr/Xrj^E/$ comes in for 6 8/dxovog. So Bretschneider 
on dvriXrj^/g: “hauddubieadmunusdinconorumetdiaconissarumrespicitur, 
lit otiam patres cedes, pularunt.” That this last declaration is correct, one 
may see by consulting Suieer’s Thesaurus , sub. voc. dvr/X Yitringa 
thinks that dvr/X^ff means, the interpreters of foreign languages (comp. 

1 Cor.xii. 30, btt^vibo\iGi)\ de Vet. Synag. II. 31, p. 509. But the other 
exegesis is most natural; for di/r/X^/g means, help, assistayice , care; and 
here the abstract (as grammarians say) being used for the concrete , the 
sense is curatores , i. e., biclxov o/. 

It is obvious, now, that in this noted passage in 1 Cor. xii, 28, o/xsrabn 

2s 
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5ou; and 6 iXtuv are omitted; and this gives very strong reason to suspect 
that these were not properly offices in the church. 

But how is it with 6 7 r£o/tfrd/xevof? Is he not found in the xv(3egv/}dE/g 
of 1 Cor. xii. 28 ? This looks probable at first view; but let us examine 
a little more thoroughly. 

First, I remark, that the word ergofarv)/j,t and its derivates are by no mean* 
confined to designate the idea of presiding over persons. It sometimes 
conveys the idea of being placed over any thing , or any kind of business, in 
order to take care of it, see that it is done, &ic.; i. e., the undertaker in any 
tiling, the protector or curator of any person or thing, the Greeks call 
I t73o7ardfi,6V6$) 6 KgoetiTUfS, o‘Tfo/tfrarjjj, i. q.,patron, helper. Accordingly the 
word occurs in the sense of aiding , assisting, &c., in Rom. xvi. 2, where 
the brethren of the Roman church are charged by the apostle to aid, in any 
manner she may need, Phebe, who had been a ergocrane, of many Christians, 
t. e.j a helper , a curator , one who had aided them by her personal attention 
and by her charity. The grammarian Varinus explains c goarusia by a. 
In the letter of Athanasius ad Solitaries, when speaking of the disposition 
of Zenobia to Paul of Samosata, lie says: ergosiri] rov 2a/j,ocdr£ug, she 
aided him of Samosata* So Theophylact, commenting on Rom. xii. 8, 
says: Gradual ten to (3or^)cTf, xai hid g'ifLarcov xai bid. roZ cuyiarog aZroZ 

7 Cj fiorfiSuac, beogevu), i e., kb at tirade at means TO AID, both by Words and by 
personal services, him who is needy. 

That such a meaning then may be given to o ergdicrduAro; in Rom. xii. 8. 
seems clear. The usus loquendi allows it. What then does t!.e context 
demand? Let us sec what precedes, and what follows. 

What precedes is, 6 /Mtrabiboig, h der}.orr t Ti ; which I now render, let him 
who imparts [charity], do it with liberality. So,beyond all doubt, the words 
may be rendered. That derXbrr ( g may mean liberality , one may see in 2 Cor. 
viii, 2, ix. 11, 13 ; James i. 5. So Xenophon: drrXovGrarov os got boxsi 
u\at, x. t. it seems to me to be the part of a most liberal man , &c.,Cyrop. 
VIII. p. 155. So Josephus, speaking of Araunali’s liberal offer to David 
(2 Sam. xxiv. 19—24),says: David highly esteemed his der\crr t ra, liberality , 
&e. Antiq. VII. 10. So in Test. XII. Patriarch, p. 624: o'Seog ewegyt i 
c»j ber\orr,Tt jj,ov, God helped my liberal disposition. See other examples in 
Kypke in loc. As to 6 ptrubibovg, which is commonly applied to one who 
distributes charity, and so made for substance synonymous with biaxovog, it 
is very doubtful, to say the least, whether the w r ord w ill bear this construc¬ 
tion. Bretschneider has indeed given it such a meaning (as others before 
him have often done); but as Vitringa long ago observed (De Vet. Synag. 
51. 3, p. 501), “ the proper Greek word for distribute is biab/bayr,” as one 
may see in John vi. 11 ; Luke xviii. 22 (also in xi. 22, it has the like 
sense), Acts iv. 35. The like sense this verb has in the classics. But 
{LtTubihtoiM properly means to impart among others what belongs to one's 
self to give of one's own to others; which is, or at any rate may be, a very 
different thing from distributing the alms of the church. 

If these words be rightly explained, we have in them a command of the 
apostle, that those who are able ysrabibovai, to give in charity, should do this 


• licit I ic lien quoted this in the sense ol 1 he presided over Samosata t’ 
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in a liberal manner . That all this is congruous and appropriate, I pre¬ 
sume no one will venture to deny. 

We have seen what precedes b er^oigrapevog. Let us now see what follows 
it. This is o eXzcbv, ev }\clogt7)ti, let him, who performs deeds of mercy, doit 
cheerfully, i. e. f let-him go about his task with a willing mind voluntarily, 
not grudgingly and with a forbidding demeanour. The duty of J eXebbv may 
differ from that of o fLiTabibovg, in this respect, viz., that the former con¬ 
sisted in personal cares and services bestowed upon the sick and unfortu¬ 
nate; while the latter consisted in donations of money, food, See. These 
latter duties devolved especially on the rick; the former could be performed 
by all classes.of Christians. 

Between these two classes of benefactors, then, the apostle places o 
ngoiardpevog. If these classes, now, are not officers of the church, it would 
seem probable that o ngo/aTa/nevog does not stand here for one. r (fi at b 
eas iv cannot be made to mean an officer of the church, the silence of m jst 
commentators concerning it would seem pretty strongly to indicate. Ac¬ 
cordingly Vitringa does not hesitate to say : Quicquid enim adversae opin- 
ionis nurtures statuant, fieri non potest, ut per rbv zXzovvra describantur 
aliqui ecclcsim officiarii [officers.] 

It does seem most probable, therefore, that b cr go'igrug,evog is of the lika 
tenor with ^oirrar/f in Rom. xvi. 2, which there means, one who rcct ives 
and entertains strangers , i. e ., a helper of Christian brethren coming from 
abroad; for such a helper (n^gTang) was Phebe. And this seems the more 
probable, inasmuch as the duty of hospitality, so often and so urgently 
insisted on by the apostles, has no specific mention among the special char¬ 
ities here unless it be included in this word; although it is touched on 
as it respects the church in general, in ver. 13. But a comparison with 
Rom. xvi. 2, as I must think, renders the sense now given to 6 rrgoigrdy,siog 
quite probable. 

But Tholuck and others appeal to xv^viigzig in 1 Cor. xii. 28, and say, 
that as xvfitgvrjgzig means there a special gift or office bestowed by the influ- 
enceof the Spirit, so 6 < 7 T^oigrd/Mzvog must be considered as corresponding with 
it. But what is xu/Ss^cr/g ? A question difficult to be answered, inasmuch 
as this word in 1 Cor. xii. 28 is a unatXzyogzvov- In classic Greek it means 
guidance, direction, steering ; and is especially (as also the verb xupeovaco) 
applied to designate the steering or guiding of a ship by the pilot. Hence 
many critics understand it here (1 Cor. xii. 28) as designating the office of 
a ruler in the church. But how can such an oflice be placed the seveittk 
in rank (for the apostle here seems to make an enumeration according to the 
order ol precedence), and have but one or two offices reckoned below it? 
This seems to be exceedingly incongruous. The governor and guide of a 
Christian church would secru, in the order of nature, to stand at its head. 

I ask, in the next place, how it should happen that xuj36gvr)g(ig stands here 
in such a position, having in order before it dopitulatores , cura- 
tores (i. q. btuxovoi), and after it yevrj yXwnguv? Why docs it not stand next 
before or after er^opi}rag or didugx.uXoug, where we should almost of necessity 
expect to find it, if it mean presidents or governors of the church? 

Moved by such difficulties, I feel constrained to seek another than a clas¬ 
sical meaning for xvSz^vrjgzig* But as in the New Testament the word is not 
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elsewhere to be found, we mu3t resort to the Septuagint : and here the word 
is uniformly employed as the rendering of the Hebrew ni^3nn ? skilful dex¬ 
terity , wise foresight , power ofprudent or skilful management. In this very 
sense is plainly employed in Prov. i. 5, xi. 14, xxiv. 6. [Lira. y.v&- 

egvTjoeojs yhcTca KoXepog ; and these are all the instances in which the word 
occurs in the Scptuagint. In accordance with this meaning is the Lex. 
Cj r rilli; y.ufihvrcr/c, <pe6 So the Glossal incditic in Prov. Salom.: y.u3h- 
vre/g, ev/frqftr, rwj rrearro/Levuv. So also Ilesychius : stpqvo zrr/.ai 

incrri/ica stai -'/jceig, considerate knowledge and understanding. 

In view of all this, we may now venture to translate xu/3ep»^ff£/j, skilful 
discernment or insight. But in what respect? To answer this, we must let 
the apostle explain himself. Let us go back, then, to 1 Cor. xii. 8—10, and 
there we shall find nearly if not quite the same reckoning of spiritual gifts 
as in verses 28—30. But there, before yivyi y?.uffeS/v, standa o/axs/< 7 c/s rSv 
*rwu/iarwv; which does not at all appear in verses 28—30, unless it be desig¬ 
nated by xi>l3eov7j<f£t$. That it should not in fact be included in this latter 
passage, distinguished as such a gift must be, and important as it was in the 
then state of the church, would be singular. Now as in 1 Cor. xii. 28, yhi j 
yXuxSGuv comes immediately aher xvfispvrjGtig, audinver, 10 immediately after 
btaxgidtig srvsv'iurwv, so it is natural to conclude, that the apostle means to 
designate the same thing by xvfiigvvnfag as he docs by hiaxpcug -vzo/lcctu». 
For as peculiar skill and insight would be appropriate and necessary to the 
discerning of spirits, so the qualifications for such a duty may be used to de¬ 
signate the persons who are to perform it. Philology allows this; but above 
all, the order, concinnity, and consistency of the apostle’s discourse here, 
seem to render it necessary, or at least quite probable. This being con¬ 
ceded, it would follow that no argument from xujSeei/qra/s can be adduced 
in order to show that 6 Kgoifrd/itvog in Rom. xii. 8 means a ruler in the 
Christian church. 

I am the more satisfied with this view of the subject, ns I find it was fully 
embraced by Lightfoot and Vitringa, “quos [in recritica] facile prineipes 
nominarem.” See Vitringa, De Vet. Synag. II. 3. p. 507 seq. 

It remains only that I notice one objection more to the meaning which I 
have assigned to 6 ‘S’goYffrdfitvoe, This is, that in 1 Thess. v. 12 and 1 Tim. 
iii. 4, 12, it means governors , overseers of the church; and consequently 
that is the most probable meaning in Rom. xii. 8. 

On this allegation I must be very brief, as I have already put the patience 
of the reader to a trial. In 1 Thess. v. 12 the apostle says to the church: 
* Affectionately regard rovg xovr/uJvraj h v/xTv } xa/ tfgoKfTa/jiSvovg vpu/v ev xvoiuj 
xaJ vov^erouvrag uuug. The question is, whether he means here different 
classes of officers, or one and the same class, in the exercise of divers gifts. 
1 know of no way in which this question can be definitely and certainly de¬ 
cided. The insertion of the article before xom&vrag (the first participial noun 
in the series), and the omission of it before the otherlike nouns ago/Vra/tEwi/c 
and vouSsrouvrag will not prove, as has sometimes been assumed, that all be¬ 
long to one class; nor will it prove the contrary; for (1) the article is 
usually omitted , even when the meaning of the nouns employed is plainly 
diverse, provided they are of the same gender and case; e. g. f Mark.xv. 1, 
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fitra, riv $r gio(3ursou)v xcii y^a/xjuareojv (the latter without rwv); and so Col. ii. 
8 , 19; 2 Thess. iii. 2; Rom. i, 20; Phil. ii. 17, et saepe alibi; see N. Test. 
Gramm. § 89. 9. (2) The article is often i?iserted f where each noun indi¬ 

cates a separate subject; e. g. y Mark ii. 16, o/ y^apparitg xal oi (paotcaToi ; 
so Luke viii. 24, xi. 39; 1 Thess. iii. 11; Phil. iii. 10, et alibi saepe; comp, 
ut sup. Of course, as usage is both ways, the omission of the article hero 
can prove nothing. Nor, 

(2) Will the context enable us to decide the point under consideration ; 
as there seems to be nothing in it which has a direct bearing on this point. 
We are left, therefore, to the simple nature of the case. What can be 
gathered from this? I answer, (a) That rovg xoniwrag is evidently a generic^ 
not a specific term, and may indicate any kind of labour performed in be¬ 
half of the church. ( b) The words ^/'(Tra/mous and vo\£StTQ\jvTug appear to 
be specific here, i. e. y to designate particular (and probably different) classes 
of persons. The most probable interpretation, then, is, that ‘rgoYara/Asvovg 
and vou^SiTouvrag designate the specific classes, comprehended under the genus 
xomujvrag. This being admitted (and certainly no one will say this is an 
improbable exegesis), it would seem altogether probable, that TPoYorajAEvoug 
here has the like sense as in Rom. xii. 8, viz., those who applied themselves 
to the external temporal business or concerns of the church, while voifteroDv- 
rag designates all the various kinds of teachers. The exhortation of the 
apostle, then, is to regard with kindly feelings those who laboured in any 
respect, whether temporal or spiritual, for the good of the church. This 
determines nothing, therefore, against our interpretation of 6 ^oYardpivog in 
Rom. xii. 8. 

From what has now been said, it is easy to explain 1 Tim. v. 17, “ Let the 
elders xaKug irgoetfruireg, managing well [the concerns of the church], be ac¬ 
counted worthy of double honour [i. e., of ample maintenance], specially 
those who labour in word and doctrine.” There were then two kinds of 
elders, or (to speak more accurately) there were two departments in which 
the <T£zc>f)\jTiZQi might labour; they might be ^oEUrutreg, i. e., standing over y 
taking care observing the temporal concerns and business, &c., of the church; 
or they might be specially devoted to preaching and teaching, Xoyw xa/ 
bibaaxaXioi; or perhaps this latter means, that they might perform the duties 
of a Tgoearoug, and also teach and preach in addition to this. That the gov¬ 
ernment of the church, in the ordinary sense of presiding operand making 
rulesfor thechurch, is not heremeant,atlcastthat it i3not necessarily meant, 
seems to me quite plain, from comparing TgoUrn/Ai and its derivates in other 
places. E. g. y in this same epistle, iii. 13, deacons are spoken of who 
rixvwv xaXug ‘rrgoYtirdpevoi xai rcov ibiuv oYxuiv, manage their own children and 
households well y i. e n take good care of them; for so ver. 13 explains it 
o/ yci% xaXwf diaxovriaavTsg=xaXojg KgoYordpevoi. I cannot refrain from 
adding, that this last passage throws great light on wliat has been before 
said about 6 ngoYcrd/xfvog, and serves very much to confirm it. 

So, then, ngoYardfLEvo/ and irgoecrureg may mean the performers of any 
service or services which pertain to the external welfare and management 
of the church. That the nge<f$uTE%<n sometimes did such services, is clear 
from 1 Tim. v. 17. But that others might perform them, is equally clear 
from Rom. xii. 8; 1 Cur. xii. 28; Rom. xvi. 2, &c. 
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We can now account for it that the apostle says, in Rom. xii. 8, £ Let 
o 'TTgcYcrd/ievog do his duty iv CTro'jbj^, with diligence, i. e., with active 
watchful attention and effort.’ But how ev ffwjbfi can be applicable to 
ruling , in the common sense of this word, has been a difficulty which has 
perplexed not a few, who have undertaken to expound this passage. 
We might exhort a ruler to perform the duties of his office with impar¬ 
tiality , with a due regard to justice and equity , &c.; but to exhort him to 
govern ev an-oubii, seems hardly congruous. 

On the whole, I am brought hy a kind of philological necessity to the 
conclusion, that church officers , in the appropriate sense of this word, are not 
designated by 6 yerubibovg, 6 KgoYffTa/ievog, and 6 eXecov in Rom. xii. 8, but 
that the apostle refers to individuals in the church, conspicuous for their 
attention to the duties respectively indicated by these words; which 
duties were, the giving of money or sustenance, the management of the 
external temporal affairs and business and interests of the church, and the 
succouring of the sick and unfortunate by personal attention and effort. 



THK 


EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Introduction and Salutation. 

1. Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, a chosen apostle, set apart for 

2 the gospel of God, | which he formerly declared by his prophets 

3 in the holy Scriptures, | concerning his Son (born of the seed of 

4 David in respect to the flesh, | the decreed Son of God with 
power in respect to the spirit of holiness after his resurrection 

5 from the dead), Jesus Christ our Lord, | (by whom we have re¬ 
ceived grace and apostleship, in order to promote the obedience 

6 of faith among all nations, for his name’s sake, | among whom are 

7 ye also called of Jesus Christ,) | to all who arc at Rome, beloved 
of God, chosen saints; grace be unto you, and peace from God 
our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 

8 First, I thank my God, through Jesus Christ, on account of 

9 you all, that your faith is spoken of in all the world. For God 
is my witness, whom I serve with my spirit in the gospel of his 

10 Son, how unceasingly I make remembrance of you, | always 
asking in my prayers, that if possible, at some time before long, 
I may (God willing) make a prosperous journey and come to 

11 you. For I am desirous to see you, in order to bestow on you 

12 some spiritual favour, so that you may be confirmed. This also 
[I desire], to be comforted among you by the mutual faith both 
of you and me. 

13 Moreover, I would not have you ignorant, brethren, that I 
have often purposed to come unto you (but have been hindered 
until now), that I might have some fruit among you, as also 

14 among other Gentiles. I am a debtor both to Greeks and Bar- 

15 barians, both to the learned and the unlearned: such being the 
case, I am ready, according to my ability, to preach the gospel 
even to you who are at Rome. 
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Subjects of consideration proposed. 

16 For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, since it is the 
power of God for salvation to every one that believeth; to the 

17 Jew first, and then to the Greek. For by it the justifiention 
which is of God is revealed, [justification] by faith for the faith- 

18 ful; as it is written : “ The just shall live by faith.” For the 
wrath of God from heaven is revealed against all ungodliness 
and unrighteousness of men, 


Universal depravity and guilt of the Gentiles. 

19 Who wickedly hinder the truth ; | because that which might be 
known of God, is manifest in them, inasmuch as God hath mani- 

20 fested it to them; | (for the invisible things of him, since the 

creation of the world, arc clearly seen by the tilings which are 
made, even his eternal power and Godhead); so that they are 

21 without excuse; because, when they knew God, they glorified 
him not as God, neither were thankful, but became foolish in 
their imaginations, and their inconsiderate mind was darkened. 
Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, | and ex¬ 
changed the glory of the immortal God for an image like to 
mortal man, and fowls, and four-footed beasts, and reptiles 

24 Wherefore God even gave them up, in the lusts of their hearts, 
to uncleanness, to dishonour their own bodies among themselves; 

25 who exchanged the true God for a false one, and worshipped 
and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed 

26 for ever, Amen ! On account of this, God gave them up to base 
passions; for their women changed their natural use into that 

27 which is against nature. And in like manner also the males, 
leaving the natural use of the female, burned in their lust toward 
each other, males with males doing that which is shameful, and 
receiving in themselves the reward of their error which is due. 

28 And inasmuch as they did not like to retain God in their know¬ 
ledge, God gave them up to a reprobate mind, to do those things 

29 which are base; being filled with all iniquity, uncleanness, 
malice, covetousness, mischief; full of envy, murder, strife, 

30 deceit, malevolence; | backbiters, open slanderers, haters of God, 
railers, proud, boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to 

31 parents, | inconsiderate, covenant breakers, destitute of natural 

32 affection, implacable, unmerciful: who, knowing the ordinance 
of God that they who do such things are worthy of death, not 
only do the same things, but even bestow commendation on those 
who do them. 
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The Jews equally guilty with the Gentiles. 

II. Therefore thou art without excuse, O man, whoever thou 
art that judgest; for while thou art passing sentence upon an¬ 
other, thou condemnest thyself, since thou who judgest doest 

2 the same things. For we know that the judgment of God is 

3 according to truth, against those who do such things. Dost thou 
think, then, O man, who condemnest those that do such things, 
and doest the same, that thou shalt escape the judgment of God ? 

4 Or dost thou despise his abounding goodness and forbearance 
and long-suffering, not acknowledging that the goodness of God 

5 leadeth thee to repentance? According to thy hard and impe¬ 
nitent heart, however, thou art treasuring up for thyself wrath in 
the day of wrath, when the righteous judgment of God shall be 

6 revealed; who will render to every man according to his works; 

7 to those who by patient continuance in well-doing seek for glory 

8 and honour and immortality, eternal life; but to those who are 
contentious, and disobey the truth and obey unrighteousness, 

9 indignation and wrath. , Affliction and distress [shall be] upon 
every soul of man that doeth evil, first of the Jew and then of 

10 the Greek; but glory and honour and peace [shall be] to every 

11 one who doeth good, first to the Jew and then to the Greek; (for 

12 with God there is no respect of persons; since so many as have 
sinned without law shall perish without law, and so many as 

13 have sinned under the law shall be condemned by the law ; for 
not hearers of the law are just with God, but the doers of the 

14 law will be justified ; for when the Gentiles who have no law, do 
in a natural state such things as the law requircth, these, being 

15 destitute of the law, are a law to themselves; who shew that the 
work which the law requireth, is written upon, their hearts, their 
consciences bearing witness, and their thoughts alternately ac- 

16 cusing or excusing); in the day when God shall judge the secret 
things of men by Jesus Christ, according to my gospel. 

17 If now thou art surnamed Jew, and dost lean upon the law, 

18 and make thy boast of God; | and art acquainted with [his] will, 
and canst distinguish things which differ, being instructed by the 

19 law ; thou art confident also of being thyself a guide to the blind, 

20 a light to those who are in darkness, ] an instructor of the igno¬ 
rant, a teacher of little children, one having the representation of 
true knowledge in the law; dost thou then who tcachest another, 

21 not instruct thyself? Dost thou who prcachest against stealing, 

22 thyself steal ? Dost thou who forbiddest to commit adultery, 
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22 thyself commit adultery? Dost thou who abhorrest idols, thyself 

23 commit robbery in holy things ? Dost thou who gloricst in the 

24 law, thyself dishonour God by transgressing the law? For as it 

25 is written, u the name of God is on your account blasphemed 
among the Gentiles.” 

Circumcision indeed is profitable, if thou dost obey the law; 
but if thou art a transgressor of the law, thy circumcision be- 

26 cometh uncircumcision. If, moreover, he who is uncircumcised 
keep the precepts of the law, shall not his uncircuincision be 

27 counted for circumcision? Yea, he who keepeth the law in his 
natural uncircumcised state, will condemn thee, who, in possession 
of the Scriptures and a partaker of circumcision, art a trans¬ 
gressor of the law. For he is not a Jew, who is one outwardly; 
nor is that which is outward, [merely] in the fiesh, circumcision. 

29 But he is a Jew, who is one inwardly; and circumcision is of 
the heart, spiritual not literal; whose praise is not of men, but 
of God. 

Answer to some objections. Further confirmation of the depravity and guilt of the Jews, 
General conclusion from the fucts stated. 

III. ( What then is the advantage of the Jew? Or what the 
profit of circumcision?’ 

2 Much in diverse respects; the most important however is, that 
they were entrusted with the oracles of God. 

3 i What then if some did not believe ? Will their unbelief 
make void the faithfulness of God V 

4 By no means; but let God be [counted] true, and every man 
false; as it is written: “That thou mightest be justified when 
thou speakest, and overcome when thou art judged.” 

5 f But if our unrighteousness commend the righteousness of 
God, what shall we say ? Is God unjust, who inflicteth punish¬ 
ment ?’ 

6 (I speak after the manner of men). , By no means; otherwise, 
how shall God judge the world ? 

7 * Still, if God’s faithfulness to his word has on account of my 
deceitfulness abounded more unto his glory, why am I any 
longer condemned as a sinner?’ 

8 Shall we then [say] (as it is slanderously reported and as 
some affirm that we do say) : Let us do evil that good may 
come? whose condemnation is just. 

9 * What then? Have we any pre-eminence?’ None at all; 
for we have already made good the charge against both Jews and 
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10 Gentiles, that they are all under sin. As it is written : “ There 

11 is none righteous, not even one; there is none who understand- 

12 eth, there is none who seeketh after God; all have gone out of 
the way, together have they become corrupt; there is none who 

13 doeth good, not even one. Their throat is an open sepulchre; 
with their tongues do they deceive. The poison of asps is under 

14 their lips. | Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness. 
}£} Their feet are swift to shed blood ; destruction and misery attend 
12} their steps ; | the way of peace they know not. There is no fear 

of God before their eyes. 

19 Now we know whatsoever things the law saith, it speaketh to 
those who are under the law; so that every mouth mi^t be 

20 stopped, and the whole world become guilty before God, I be¬ 
cause that by works of law shall no flesh be justified before him; 
for by the law is the knowledge of sin. 


Gratuitous justification by Christ is the only way of salvation. 

21 But now, the justification without law which is of God is re¬ 
vealed, to which testimony is given by the law and the prophets; 

22 a justification then which is of God by faith in Jesus Christ; 
[offered] to all, and [bestowed] on all who believe, for there is 

23 no distinction. For all have sinned and come short of divine 

24 approbation, | being justified freely by his grace through the 

25 redemption which is by Christ Jesus; whom God hath set forth 
as a propitiatory [sacrifice] by faith in his blood, in order to 
declare his justification through remission, by the forbearance of 

2G God, of sins formerly committed; in order to declare his justifi¬ 
cation at the present time; so that he might be just and yet 
the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. 

27 Where then is boasting? It is excluded. By what law? Of 

28 works ? Nay, but by the law of faith ; for we have come to the 
conclusion, that a man is justified by faith without works of law. 

29 Is he the God of the Jews only ? Is he not also of the Gentiles ? 

30 Yea, of the Gentiles also; since it is one and the same God, 
who will justify the circumcised by faith and the uncircumcised 

31 by faith. Do we then make void the law through faith? By 
no means ; we confirm the law. 

The Scriptures of the Old Testament teach the doctrine of justification by grace only. 

IV. i W hat then shall we say that Abraham our father obtained, 
in respect to the flesh?* 
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2 No ground of glorying; for if Abraham was justified by works, 
he hath ground of glorying; but [this he hath] not before God. 

3 For what saith the Scripture? “And Abraham believed God, 

4 and it was counted to him for righteousness.” Now to him that 
worketh, reward is not counted as a matter of grace, but as a 

5 debt; but to him who worketh not, but believeth on him who 
justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness. 

6 In like manner, also, David pronounceth happy the man, to 

7 whom God imputeth righteousness without works: “ Blessed are 
they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered ; 

8 blessed is the man to whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity.” 

9 [Is] this a declaration of blessedness, then, concerning those 
who arc circumcised [only], or concerning the uncircumciscd? 
[Concerning the uncircumciscd also], for we say that faith was 

10 counted to Abraham for righteousness. How then was it counted? 
While he was in a state of circumcision, or of uncircumcision ? 

11 Not in a state of circumcision, but of uncircumcision. And he 
received the sign of circumcision, as a seal of the righteousness 
by faith which [he obtained] in a state of uncircumcision ; in 
order that he might be the father of all the uncircumciscd who 
believe, so that righteousness might also be counted to them ; 

12 and the father of the circumcised, who arc not only of the cir¬ 
cumcision, but walk in the steps of that faith which our father 
Abraham had while in a state of circumcision. 

13 For the promise was not made by law to Abraham or to his 
seed, that he should be heir of the word; but by the righteous- 

14 ness of faith. If now they who arc of the law, are heirs, faith 
is rendered of no effect, and the promise is made void; for the 
law worketh wrath, because where there is no law there is no 

16 transgression. On this account it was of faith, so that it must 
be of grace, in order that the promise might be sure to all the 
seed, not only to him who is under the law, but to him who is of 

17 the faith of Abraham ;—who is the father of us all | (as it is 
written : “A father of many nations have I made thee”), in the 
sight of God in whom he believed, who giveth life to the dead, 

18 and calleth the things which were not, as if they were ; | who, 

against hope, believed in hope that he should become the father 
of many nations (according to what had been said: “ So shall 

19 thy seed be”); | and being not weak in faith, be considered not 
bis own body already dead (ns lie was about one hundred years 

20 of age), nor yet the deadness of Sarah’s womb; neither did he 
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through unbelief doubt the promise of God, but he was strong 

21 in faith, giving glory to God, | and being fully persuaded that 

22 wbat he had promised he was also able to perform. Wherefore 

23 it was verily counted to him for righteousness. Yet it was not 
recorded merely for his own sake, that it was counted to him; but 
also for our sake to whom it will be counted, to us who believe 

24 on him who raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead, | who was 
delivered up on account of our offences, and was raised for the 
sake of our justification. 

The fruits of justification, as to their certainty and extent. 

Y. Therefore being justified by faith, we have peace with God, 

2 through our Lord Jesus Christ; by whom also we have obtained 
access [to God], through belief in that grace in which we stand, 
and rejoice in hope of the glory of God. 

3 And not only so, but we rejoice also in our afflictions; knowing 

4 that affliction producctli patience, | and patience approbation, and 

5 approbation hope, j and hope maketh not ashamed; for the love 
of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit which is 

G given to us. For while we were yet without strength, Christ 

7 died in due time for the ungodly. Now scarcely for a just man 
will anyone die; although for his benefactor some one, perhaps, 

8 might venture even to die. But God commended his love to us, 

9 in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us. Much 
more, then, being now justified by his blood, shall we be saved 

10 from wrath by him. For, if, when we were enemies, we were 
reconciled to God by the death of his Son; much more, being 
reconciled, shall we be saved by his life. 

11 And not only so, but we also rejoice in God through our Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom we have now obtained reconciliation. 

12 Therefore, as by one man, sin entered into the world, and death 
by sin; and so death came upon all men, because that all have 

13 sinned; (for until the law sin was in the world, although sin is 

14 not accounted of where there is no law ; yet death reigned from 
Adam unto Moses, even over those who had not sinned in like 

15 manner as Adam ; who is a type of him that was to come. But 
not as the offence, so the free gift also; for if by the offence of 
one the many died, much more has the grace of God and the 
gift which is by the grace of one man, Jesus Christ, abounded 

16 unto the many. Moreover, not as the [condemnation] by one 
who sinned, is the free gift; for .sentence was by one [offence] 
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unto condemnation, but the free gift is unto justification from 

17 many offences. For if by the offence of one death reigned be¬ 
cause of that one, much more shall they who receive abundance 
of grace and of the gift of justification, reign in life by one, Jesus 

18 Christ) ; therefore, as by one offence [sentence came] upon all 
men unto condemnation, so by one righteousness [sentence came] 

19 upon all men unto justification of life; for as by the disobedience 
of one man the many were made sinners, so by the obedience of 
one the many will be made righteous. 

20 The law moreover was introduced, so that offence should 

21 abound; but where sin abounded, grace.superabounded; so that, 
as sin reigned by death, in like manner grace also might reign by 
justification unto eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord. 

Gratuitous justification docs not encourage men to sin, but restrains them from it. 

VI. What shall wc say then? May we continue in sin, that 
grace may abound? 

2 By no means. IIow shall we, who are dead to sin, any longer 

3 live in it? Know ye not, that so many of us as have been bap- 

4 tized into Christ Jesus, have been baptized into his death ? We 
have then been buried with him by baptism into his death; so 
that, as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the 
Father, in like manner we also should walk in newness of life. 

5 For if we have become kindred with him by a death like unto 

6 his, then we shall also be [kindred] by a resurrection : for we 
know this, that our old man is crucified, as he was, that the body 
of sin might be destroyed, in order that we should no longer 

e) serve sin; for he who is dead, is freed from sin. If now we are 
dead with Christ, we believe that wc shall also live with him; 

9 knowing that Christ, being raised from the dead, dietli no more, 

10 death hath no longer any dominion over him. For in that he 
died, he died once for all unto sin; but in that he liveth, he 

11 liveth unto God. In like manner you also must account your¬ 
selves dead unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ. 

12 Let not sin reign, then, in your mortal body, that ye should 

13 obey the lusts thereof; neither proffer your members to sin as 
instruments of iniquity; but proffer yourselves to God as alive 
from the dead, and your members to God as instruments of 

14 righteousness. For sin shall not have dominion over you; since 
ye are not under the law, but under grace. 
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15 What then ? Shall we sin, because we are not under law, 
but under grace?’ 

16 By no means. Know ye not, that to whomsoever ye proffer 
yourselves as servants ready to obey, ye are servants to him 
whom ye obey, whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto 

17 justification ? But thanks be to God, that ye were the servants 
of sin, but have become obedient from the heart to that model 

18 of doctrine in which ye have been instructed. Moreover being 

19 freed from sin, ye have become the servants of righteousness (I 
speak in language common to men, because of the weakness occa¬ 
sioned by your flesh); for as ye have proffered your members as 
servants to impurity and iniquity in order to commit iniquity^so 
now proffer your members to righteousness in order to be holy. 

20 For whcu ye were the servants of sin, ye were free in respect to 

21 righteousness. What fruit had ye then,in those things of which 

22 yc arc now ashamed? for the end of those things is death. But 
now, being freed from sin and having become servants to God, 
yc have your fruit in respect to holiness, and in the end [ye will 

23 have] eternal life. For the wages of sin is death ; but the gift of 
God, eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord. 

Those who are under law cannot be freed from the power and pcnaltj of sin. 

VII. Know ye not, brethren, (fori speak to those acquainted with 
the law,) that the law hath dominion over a man so long as he 

2 liveth ? For the married woman is bound to her husband so 
long as he liveth ; but if her husband die, she is freed from the 

3 law of her husband. Therefore, if she marry another while her 
husband is living, she must be called an adulteress; but if her 
husband die, she is freed from the law, so that she will not 
become an adulteress by marrying another husband. 

4 Thus, my brethren, ye also have become dead to the law by 
the body of Christ, in order that ye should be joined to another 
who is risen from the dead ; so that we may bring forth fruit 

5 unto God. For when wc were in the flesh, our sinful passions 
which were by the law, wrought powerfully in our members to 

6 bring forth fruit unto death; but now we are freed from the law 

by which we were held in bondage, inasmuch as we have become 

dead to it; so that wc must serve [God] with a new spirit, and 

not according to the ancient letter. 

° . i 

7 i What shall we say then ? Is the law sin ?* 

By no means. Still, I had not known sin except by the law; 
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for I had not known inordinate desire unless the law had said, 

8 <( Thou shalt not desire inordinately.” But sin, taking occasion 
by the commandment, wrought out in me all manner of inordi- 

9 nate desire ; for without the law sin is dead. Once, moreover, I 

10 was alive without the law; but when the commandment came, sin 
revived, and I died ; yea, the commandment which was unto life, 

11 the very same was found to be death to me. For sin taking 
occasion by the commandment deceived me, and by it slew me; 

12 so that the law is holy, and the commandment holy and just and 
good. 

13 i Has then that which is good become death unto me?’ 

By no means ; but sin [has become death], in order that it might 
manifest itself as causing death to me by that which is good, so 
that through the commandment sin might be exceedingly sinful. 

14 For we know that the law is spiritual; but I am carnal, sold 

15 under sin. For that which I practise, I approve not; for not 

16 what I approve do I perform, but that which I hate, I do. If 
then I do that which I approve not, I give consent to the law as 

17 good. But now it is no longer I who do this, but sin which 

18 dwclleth in me. For I know that in me, that is, in my flesh, 
there dwclleth no good thing; for to approve is easy for me, 

19 but to do what is good 1 find no [readiness]. For the good 
which I approve, that I do not; but the evil which I condemn, 

20 that I do. Now if I do that which I approve not, it is no longer 

21 I who do it, but sin which dwclleth in me. I find, then, that it 
is a law to me, when desirous to do good, that evil is near to me. 

22 For I take pleasure in the law of God, as to the inner man; 

23 but I perceive another law in my members, warring against the 
law of my mind, and making me a captive to the law of sin which 

24 is in my members. Wretched man that I am ! Who shall dc- 

25 liver me from the body which causeth this death? I thank God, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord! Whei*cfore I, the same person, 
serve with my mind the law of God, but with my flesh the law 
of sin. 


A Btatc of grace delivers from the bondage and penalty of sin. 

VIII. But now, there is no condemnation to those who are in 

2 Christ Jesus.* For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus, 

3 hath freed me from the law of sin and death. For what the law 

■ Who ?calk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit, is probably spurious here, and ifl therefore 
omitted. 
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could not accomplish, in that it was weak through the flesh, God 
[accomplished], who, sending his own Son in the likeness of 
sinful flesh and on account of sin, condemned sin in the flesh; 

4 so that the precepts of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk 

5 not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit. For they 
who are according to the flesh, do mind the things of the flesh; 
but they who are according to the Spirit, the things of the Spirit. 

6 For the mind of the flesh is death; but the mind of the Spirit is 

7 life and peace. Because the mind of the flesh is enmity against 
God ; for it is not subject to his law, nor indeed can be. Those 

8 then who are in the flesh cannot please God. Ye, however, arc 

9 not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit ofi'God 
dwclleth in you. If how any one hath not the Spirit of Christ, 

10 he is none of his; but if Christ be in you, the body indeed is 
mortified on account of sin, but the Spirit liveth on account of 

11 righteousness. But if the Spirit of him who raised up Jesus 
from the dead, dwclleth in you, he who raised up Christ from 
the dead will also quicken your mortal bodies, because of his 
Spirit which dwellcth in you. 

12 Therefore brethren, we are not debtors to the flesh, to live 

13 according to the flesh ; | for if ye live according to the flesh, ye 
shall die; but if through the Spirit ye mortify the deeds of the 

14 body, ye shall live. For as many as are led by the Spirit of 

15 God, the same are the sons of God. For ye have not received 
a servile spirit, that ye should again be in fear: but ye have re- 

16 ceived a filial Spirit, by which we cry Abba, Father 1 The same 
Spirit beareth witness in our spirit, that we are children of 

17 God. But if children, then hems; heirs truly of God, and joint 
heirs with Christ, if so be that we suffer with him in order that 
w r e may be also glorified with him. 

Fruits of the grace and sanctification proffered in the gospel. 

18 Moreover I reckon the sufferings of the present time as not 
worthy of regard, when compared with the glory which is to be 

19 revealed to us. For the earnest expectation of the creature is 

20 waiting for the revelation of the children of God. For the 

21 creature was made subject to frailty (not of its own choice, but 
through him who put it in subjection), in hope that this same 
creature may be freed from the bondage of a perishing state, and 

22 [brought] into the glorious liberty of the children of God. For 
we know that every creature sighs and groans together even to 

2 T 
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23 the present time. Yet not only so, but those who have the first 
fruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, 

24 waiting for adoption, the redemption of our body. For we are 
saved in hope. Now hope which is seen, is not hope: for what 

25 a man seeth, how doth he still hope for it? But if we hope for 
that which we do not see, we patiently wait for it. 

26 In like manner, also, the Spirit helpeth much our infirmities ; 
for we know not what we should pray for as we ought; the same 
Spirit, however, maketh earnest intercession for us, in sighs 

27 which cannot be uttered; but he who searcheth hearts knoweth 
the mind of the Spirit, that he inaketh intercession in behalf of 
the saints according to the will of God. 

28 We know, moreover, that all things work together for good to 
those who love God, to those who arc called according to his 

29 purpose. For those whom he foreknew, he also predestinated to 
be conformed to the image of his Son, in order that he should 

30 be the first-born among many brethren. - Those also whom he 
predestinated, the same he likewise called; and those whom lie 
called, the same he also justified; and those whom he justified, 
the same he also glorified. 

31 What shall we say, then, concerning these things? If God be 

32 for us, who is against us ? Even he who spared not his own Son, 
but give him up for us all—how shall he not also with him freely 

33 give us all things? | Who shall accuse the elect of God ? It is 

34 God that justifieth ; | who is he that condemneth ? It is Christ 
who died [for us] ; yea rather, who has also risen, who moreover 

35 is at the right hand of God, and also intercedeth for us. AVho 
shall separate us from the love of Christ? Shall affliction, or 
anguish, or persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or sword ? 

36 (As it is written : “ For thy sake are we continually exposed to 

37 death, we are counted as sheep for the slaughter.”) Nay, in all 
these things we are more than conquerors through him who loved 

38 us. For 1 am persuaded that neither death nor life, neither angels 
nor principalities, neither things present nor future, nor powers, 

39 | neither height nor depth, nor any other created thing, shall be 
able to separate us from the love of God which is in Christ Jesus 
our Lord. 

God has a right to make those whom he chooaes to bo partakers of his favour; and this right he 
has always exercised. 

IX. I say the truth in Christ, I do not speak falsely (as my con- 

2 science testifieth for me in the Holy Spirit), | that I have great 
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3 sorrow and continual anguish in my heart. For 1 could wish 
even myself to be devoted to destruction by Christ, instead of 

4 my brethren, my kinsmen after the flesh ; | who are Israelites; 
to whom pertaineth the adoption, and the glory, and the cove¬ 
nants, and the giving of the law, and the rites of service, and the 

5 promises ; | whose are the fathers; and from whom Christ 

[descended] in respect to the flesh, who is God over all, blessed 
for ever, Amen! 

G However, it is not so that the word of God has been rendered 

7 void ; for they are not all Israel who are of Israel; | neither are 

8 all the seed of Abraham children, | but, “in Isaac shall thy seed 
be called;” that is, not the children of the flesh are the children 
of God, but the children of promise, are counted for the seed. 

9 For the word of promise was thus : According to this time will 
I come, and Sarah shall have a son.” 

10 And not only so, but Rebecca also, having conceived by one, 

11 Isaac our father, ] for [the children] being not yet born, neither 
having done any thing good or evil, that the purpose of God 
according to election might stand, not of works but of him that 

12 calleth), | it was said to her; “ The elder shall serve the younger ; B 

13 | as it is written: “ Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” 

14 “ What shall we say then? Is there unrighteousness with 
God ?” 

15 13y no means; for he saith to Moses : “ I will have mercy on 
whomsoever I will have mercy, and I will have compassion on 

1G whomsoever I will have compassion.” Therefore it is not of him 
that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God who showeth 

17 mercy. For the Scripture saith to Pharaoh: “For this very 
purpose have I roused thee up, that I might show forth my power 

18 in thee, and declare my name in all the land.” Therefore on 
whom he will he hath mercy, and whom he will he hardencth. 

19 Thou wilt say then to me; Why doth he yet find fault, for 

20 who hath resisted his will ? But rather [I may say], Who art 
thou, O man, that repliest against God? Shall the thing formed 

21 say to him who formed it: Why hast thou made me thus? Hath 
not the potter power over the clay, to make out of the same 

22 lump one vessel to honour and another to dishonour? What 
now if God, purposing to manifest his indignation and make 
known his power, endured with much long-suffering the vessels 

23 of wrath fitted for destruction; and that he might make known 
the riches of his glory towards the vessels of mercy which he 
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24 had before prepared for glory, | [shewed mercy] even to us whom 
he hath called, not only of the Jews but also of the Gentiles ? 

25 To the like purpose he saith also in Hosea: “I will call him 
who was not my people, my people; and her who was not my 

26 beloved, beloved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place 
where it was said to them: i Ye are not my people,’ there shall 
they be called the sons of the living God.” 

27 Isaiah moreover saith concerning Israel: “ Although the 
number of the children of Israel be as the sand of the sea, [only] 

28 a remnant shall be saved. For he will execute his word which 
he hath decreed in righteousness; for the Lord will execute 

29 his word decreed concerning the land.” Yea, as Isaiah had before 
said, “ Except the Lord of Sabaoth had left us a remnant, we 
should have been like Sodom, we should have been made like 
to Gomorrah.” 

30 * What shall we say then?’ That the Gentiles, who did not 
seek after justification, have obtained justification, and that jus- 

31 tification, which is by faith; but Israel, who sought after a law of 

32 justification, have not attained to a law of justification. Why ? 
Because [they sought] not by faith, but by works of law; for 

33 they stumbled at the stone of stumbling ; ] as it is written : “Be¬ 
hold ! I lay in Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence; 
but every one who bclievetli on him shall not be ashamed ” 


The unbelief nml rejection of the Jews, ond the reception of the Gentiles through faith, are truly 
consistent with the declarations of the ancient Scriptures. 

X. Brethren, the kind desire of my heart and my prayer to 

2 God for them is, that they may be saved. For I bear them 
witness, that they have a zeal for God, but not according to 

3 knowledge. For being ignorant of the justification which is of 
God, and seeking to establish their own justification, they have 

4 not submitted themselves to the justification which is of God. 
For Christ is the end of the law unto justification, for one who 
believeth. 

5 For Moses describcth the justification which is of the law; 
namely, “ The man who doeth these things shall live by them.” 

6 But justification by faith speaketh in this manner: “Say not in 
thine heart, Who shall ascend into heaven V* that is, to bring 

7 down Christ; or, “Who shall descend into the abyss?” that, is, 

8 to bring up Christ from the dead. But what saith it? “The 
word is near to thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart; that is, the 
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9 word of faith which we preach. For if thou shalt openly confess 
the Lord Jesus with thy mouth, and believe in thy heart that God 

10 raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved; because with the 
heart there is belief unto justification, and with the mouth there 

11 is confession unto salvation. For the Scripture saith : “ No one 
who bclieveth on him, shall be ashamed.” 

12 There is therefore no difference between the Jew and Greek; 
because there is the same Lord of all, who is rich [in mercy] 

13 unto all them that call upon him; for u every one who callcth 
on the name of the Lord, shall be saved.” 

14 6 How then shall they call on him in whom they have not 
believed? And how shall they believe in him of wlioiH they 

15 have not heard ? And how shall they hear without a preacher ? 

| And how shall they preach, except they be sent?’ As it is 
written : (i How beautiful are the feet of those who publish sal¬ 
vation, who proclaim good tidings!” 

1G Yet all have not obeyed the gospel; for Isaiah saith : a Lord, 
who hath believed our report ? ” 

17 6 Faith, then, comcth by hearing ; and hearing by the word of 
God.’ 

18 But I say, Have they not heard? Yea, truly, u their sound 
hath gone forth into all the earth ; their words to the ends of the 

19 world.” But I say: Doth not Israel know? First Moses saith; 
“ I will move you to jealousy by that which is no nation ; I will 

20 excite you to indignation by a foolish people.” But Isaiah is 
very bold, and saith : “ I was found by those who sought me 
not; I made myself manifest to those who did not inquire for 

21 me.” But unto Israel he saith: “All the day long have I 
stretched out my hand to a disobedient and gainsaying people.” 


God lmlh not cast away tlic Jews entirely and utterly. Some are now saved; nml nil will 
flu ally be cohvertcd, with the fulness of the Gentiles. God's dealings with them arc mi 
searchable, but wise. 

XI. ‘I SAY then, hath God cast away his people?’ 

2 By no means; for I myself am ail Israelite, of the seed of 
Abraham, of the tribe of Benjamin. God hath not cast away 
his people whom he foreknew. Know yc not what the Scrip¬ 
ture saith in [the history of] Elijah, when lie maketh intcrccs- 

3 siou to God against Israel ? ‘Lord, they have killed thy prophets, 
and digged down thine altars; and I only am left, and they arc 

4 seeking my life.’ But what saith the answer of God to him ? 



G62 


ROMANS XI. 24. 


“ I have reserved for myself seven thousand men, who have not 

5 bowed the knee to Baal.” In like manner, then, there is even at 
the present time a remnant according to the election of grace. 

6 But if it be of grace, then it is no more of works; otherwise 
grace is no more grace. But if it be of works, it is no more 
of grace; otherwise work is no more work. 

7 ‘What then? that which Israel sought after, he hath not 
obtained.’ 

8 But the elect have obtained it; and the rest were blinded ; | as 
it is written: “ God hath given them the spirit of slumber, eyes 

9 that see not and ears that hear not, even unto this day.” David 
also saith: “Let their table become a snare to catch them, and 

10 an occasion of falling and a recompcnce to them. Let their eyes 
be darkened so that they cannot see, and then* back be always 
bowed down.” 

11 ‘I say then, have they stumbled so as utterly to fall?* 

By no means; but by their fall salvation [is come] to the Gen- 

12 tiles to provoke their emulation. If now their fall hath been the 
riches of the world, and then* degradation the riches of the Gen- 

13 tiles, how much more their fulness? For I say this to you 
Gentiles (inasmuch as I am indeed an apostle of the Gentiles I 

14 do honour to my office), | if by any means I may excite to emula¬ 
tion some of my kinsmen after the flesh, and save some of them. 

15 For if the casting away of them be the reconciliation of the 
world, what shall the reception of them be but life from the dead. 

16 If, moreover, the first-fruits were holy, so shall the mass be ; and 

17 if the root be holy, so will be the branches. But if some of the 
branches were broken off, and thou, being a wild olive, wert 
engrafted in their stead and made partaker of the root and fatness 

18 of the olive, | glory not over the branches; but if thou dost 

19 glory, thou dost not support the root but the root thee. Thou 
wilt say, then: ‘ The branches were broken off, that I might be 

20 grafted in.’ Be it so: they were broken off by unbelief, and 

21 thou standest by faith ; be not high-minded but fear; for if God 
spared not the natural branches, then [fear] lest lie should not 
spare thee. 

22 Behold, then, the kindness and severity of God! Severity 
toward those who have fallen away; but kindness toward thee, 
provided thou dost abide in his kindness, otherwise even thou 

23 shalt be cut off. But even they, unless they continue in unbelief, 

24 shall be grafted in ; for God is able again to graft them in. For 
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if thou wert cut out from the olive which was wild by nature and 
contrary to thy nature, how much more shall the natural branches 
be grafted into their own olive ! 

25 Moreover I would not have you ignorant, brethren, of this 
mystery (lest ye should be wise in your own conceit), that blind¬ 
ness lias come upon Israel in part, until the fulness of the Gen- 

26 tilea shall come in. And thus all Israel shall be saved: even as 
it is written: i( A deliverer shall come out of Zion, and shall turn 

27 away ungodliness from Jacob | also : 6i This is my covenant 

28 with them, when I shall take away their sins.” In respect to the 
gospel [they have become] enemies on your account; but in 
respect to the election [they are] beloved for their fathers* sake. 

m} For the gifts and callings of God, he will not repent of. For as 
ye were formerly disobedient to God, but have now obtained 

31 mercy through their unbelief; so they too have now become dis¬ 
obedient, that they may obtain mercy through the mercy shown 

32 to you. For God concluded all in unbelief, so that he might 
have mercy on all. 

33 O the boundless riches both of the wisdom anil knowledge of 
God ! How unsearchable are his counsels, and his ways past 

34 finding out! For who hath known the mind of the Lord, or who 

35 hath been his counsellor? Or who hath first given him any 

3G thing, and it will be repaid ? For of him, and by him, and for 

him, are all things; to him be glory for ever, Amen I 

Exhortation to piety, humility, diligent improvement of gifts, kind sympathy and benevolent 

feeling. 

XII. I entreat you, therefore, by the tender mercies of God, to pre¬ 
sent your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God which 

2 is your rational service. And be not conformed to this world ; 
but be transformed by the ronewing of your mind, that ye 
may learn what the will of God is, even that which is good and 
acceptable and perfect. 

3 1 say, moreover, by the grace given to me, to every one among 
you, that he think not of himself more highly than he ought to 
think, but that he think modestly, according to the measure of 

4 faith which God hath imparted to him. Fof as in one body we 
have many members, but all the members have not the same 

5 office, so wc, being many, are one body in Christ, and arc mem¬ 
bers one of another. 

6 Having then gifts which differ according to the grace that is 
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given us, whether prophecy, [let it be] according to the propor- 

7 tion of faith ; | whether ministry, [let there be diligence] in min- 

8 istration; whether teaching, in instruction; | or exhorting, in 
exhortation. Let the distributor [do his duty] with simplicity; 
the superintendant, with diligence ; he who performs offices of 

9 compassion, with cheerfulness. Let benevolence be sincere ; 
abhor that which is evil; cleave to that which is good. 

10 As to brotherly love, [be] kindly affectionate one toward an¬ 
il other; as to honour, give to each other the preference ; | as to 
diligence, be not slothful; be fervent in spirit; engaged in the 

12 Lord’s service; | rejoice in hope; be patient in affliction; per- 

13 severe in prayer ; make the wants of the saints your own ; prae- 

14 tise hospitality. Bless those who cuise you; bless, and curse 

15 not. llejoice with those who rejoice ; and weep with those who 

1G weep. Think mutually the same thing; do not regard high 

things, but suffer yourselves to be influenced by humble ones. 
Be not wise in your own conceit. 

17 Bender to no man evil for evil; seek after that which is good 

18 in the sight of all. If it be possible, so far as in you lieth, be at 

19 peace with all men. Avenge not yourselves, beloved, but defer 
anger; for it is written : “Ketribution is mine, I will render it, 

20 saith the Lord.” Therefore, “if thine enemy hunger, feed him; 
if he thirst, give him drink; for in so doing, thou shalt heap 

21 coals of fire upon his head.” Be not overcome by evil, but 
overcome evil with good. 

Exhortation to obey civil rulera, and to exhibit n kind and peaceable demeanour toward* all men. 

XIII. Let every soul be subject to the supreme magistracies*, for 
there is no magistracy except of God; and those which be, are or- 

2 dained of God. So he that resisteth the magistracy, resisteth the 
ordinance of God ; and they who resist, shall receive for them- 

3 selves condemnation. For rulers are not a terror to good works 
but to evil ones; and wilt thou not stand in awe of the magis- 

4 tracy ? Do good, and thou shalt have praise for it; for [the 
magistrate] is a servant of God for thy benefit. But if thou 
docst evil, fear; for he beareth the sword not in vain, since he is 
the minister of God, avenging unto indignation the evil-doer. 

5 Therefore we ought to yield subjection, not only because of 
indignation, but for conscience’ sake. 

G On this very account algo pay tribute; for they are God's min- 

7 isterswhoattendtothis matter. Thereforerendertoall that which 
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is due; tribute, to whom tribute; custom, to whom custom; fear, 

8 to whom fear; honour, to whom honour. Owe no man any 
tiling, except to love one another; for he who loveth another 

9 fulfilleth the law. For this [is the law]: “ Thou shalt not com¬ 
mit adultery; thou shalt not kill; thou shalt not steal; thou 
shalt not covet;” and if there be any other command, it is sum¬ 
marily comprehended in this precept, namely: “Thou shalt love 

10 thy neighbour as thyself.” Love worketh no ill to its neighbour; 
love, then, is the fulfilling of the law. 

11 And this [do], since ye know the time, that the hour has already 
come when we should awake out of sleep; for now is our salva- 

12 tion nearer than when we believed. The night is far sp~ent, the 
day is at hand ; let us put away then the works of darkness, and 

13 put on the armour of light. Let us walk in a becoming manner, 
as in the day; not in revelling and drunkenness, not in chamber- 

14 ing and wantonness, not in strife and bitter envy; | but put yc 
on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make no provision for the flesh, in 
respect to its lusts. 


Caution against making external rites and observances matters of division and contention among 

Christians. 

XIV. Him that is weak in faith receive with kindness, not in order 

2 to judge of his opinions. One believeth that he may eat every 

3 tiling; but he who is weak eateth herbs. Let not him who 
eateth, despise him who eateth not; nor him.who eateth not, 

4 condemn him who eateth ; for God hath accepted him. Vv ho art 
thou, that condcmncst the servant of another ? By his own 
master lie etandctli or fallcth; and he shall stand, for God is 
able to make him stand. 

5 One man estccmcth one day above another; another cstccmcth 
every day [alike]; let each one be fully persuaded in his own 

G mind. He who regardeth the day, regardeth it for [the honour- 
ing of] the Lord; and he who regardeth not the day, for [the 
honouring of] the Lord he doth not regard it. Likewise ho 
who eateth, eateth for [the honouring of] the Lord, for he givetli 
God thanks ; and he who eateth not for [the honouring ol] the 

7 Lord he eateth not, and givetli God thanks. For no one of us 

8 liveth to himself; and no one of us dicth to himself; lor whether 
we live, we live to the Lord, and whether we die we die to the 

9 Lord; whether wc live, then, or die, we are the Lord’s. For 
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Christ both died and revived for this very purpose, that he might 
be Lord of the dead and of the living. 

10 But thou, why dost thou condemn thy brother? Even thou, 
why dost thou despise thy brother? For we must all stand 

11 before the judgment seat of Christ. For it is written, “As I 
live saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every 

12 tongue shall confess to God.” Every one of us, therefore, must 
give an account of himself to God. 

13 Let us, then, no longer judge one another; but rather let us 

* decide not to put a stumbling-block or a cause of falling in the 

14 way of a brother. I know, and am persuaded of the Lord 
Jesus, that nothing is unclean of itself; but to him who deemeth 

15 any thing to be unclean, it is unclean. Now if thy brother is 
grieved because of meat, thou dost not walk as love requireth ; 

16 destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ died. Let not 

17 your good, then, be evil spoken of; for the kingdom of God is 
not meat and drink, but righteousness and peace and ioy in the 
Holy Ghost. 

18 Now he who serveth Christ, as to these things, is acceptable to 

19 God and approved by men. Therefore let us strive after peace 

20 and mutual edification. Destroy not the work of God on account 
of meat. All [meats] are clean; yet they arc hurtful to him, 

21 who cateth so as to give offence thereby. It is good not to eat 
flesh, nor to drink wine, nor [to do any thing] whereby thy 
brother stumbleth, or hath cause of offence, or is made weak. 

22 Hast thou faith, keep it to thyself before God. llappy the man, 

23 who doth not condemn himself in that which he alloweth ! But 
he who doubteth, is condemned if he cat, because it is not of 
faith ; and every thing which is not of faith, is sin. 

Various exhortations to charity and kindness. Expression of the apostle's regard for the 
church at Rome, of his intention to visit them, and of his desire for an interest in 
their prayers. 

XV. We however, who are strong, ought to bear with the in- 

2 firmities of the weak, and not to please ourselves. Let each 
one of us please his neighbour, in respect to that which is good, 

3 unto edification. For Christ did not seek his own pleasure; but 
[with him it was] according to that which was written: u The 
reproaches of those who reproached thee, have fallen upon me.” 

4 For whatsoever things were written in ancient times, were 
written for our instruction ; that through patience and the ad¬ 
monition of the Scriptures, we might obtain hope. 
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5 Now may the God from whom is patience and admonition, give 
to you mutual unity of sentiment, according to Christ Jesus 

G that with one mind and with one voice ye may glorify God, even 
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ! 

7 Wherefore deal kindly with each other, even as Christ hath 
dealt kindly with you, unto the glory of God. 

8 I say, moreover, that Jesus Christ became the minister of the 
circumcision, on account of the truth of God, in order to confirm 

9 the promises made to the fathers; also, that the Gentiles shall 
glorify God for his mercy; even as it is written : u Therefore 
will I celebrate thy praise among the Gentiles, and to thy name 

10 will I sing.” And again he saitli: a Rejoice ye Gentiles, with 

11 his people.” And again : u Praise the Lord, all ye Gentiles; and 

12 laud him, all ye people.” And again Isaiah saitli; “ There shall 
be a root of Jesse, and one shall rise to be a leader of the Gen¬ 
tiles : upon him shall the Gentiles place their hopes.” 

13 Now may the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in 
believing, that you may abound in hope, through the influence 
of the Holy Spirit! 

11 Moreover 1 am inyself well persuaded concerning you, my 
brethren, that yc arc full of kindness, abounding in all know- 

15 ledge, and able to admonish one another. But I have written 
to you in part the more boldly, brethren, ns one repeating admo¬ 
nitions, because of the grace which is bestowed by God upon me, 

16 | that I should be a minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, 
performing the office of a priest in respect to the gospel of God, 
that the offering of the Gentiles might be acceptable, being 

17 purified by the Holy Spirit. I have then cause of glorying in 

18 Christ Jesus, as to those things vvhich pertain to God : for I will 
not venture to mention any thing which Christ hath not wrought 
by me, in order to bring the Gentiles to obedience, by word and 

19 by deed, | by the power of signs and wonders, by the power of 
the Holy Spirit; so that from Jerusalem and round about, even 

20 to Illyricum, I have fully proclaimed the gospel of Christ, | and 
I was strongly desirous so to preach the gospel (not where 
Christ was named, lest I should build on another man’s foun- 

21 dation, | but) as it is written : “They shall see to whom no 
declaration was made respecting him, and they who have not 
heard shall understand.” 

22 On this account I have been greatly hindered from coming to 

23 you. But now, having no longer any place in these regions 
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24 and being desirous for many years of making you a visit; when¬ 
ever I may go into Spain, I hope, as I pass on, to see you, and 
to be sent on my way thither, when I am in part first satisfied 

25 with your company. But at present I am going to Jerusalem, 

2G to supply the wants of the saints.—For it hath seemed good to 

Macedonia and Acliaia, to make some contribution for the saints 

27 in poverty at Jerusalem. [I say] it hath seemed good, for verily 
they arc debtors; because if the Gentiles have shared in their 
spiritual things, they ought surely to assist them in temporal 

28 things. Now when this duty shall have been performed, and 
this fruit secured to them, I shall pass through the midst of you 

29 into Spain. I know, also, that when I come to you, I shall 
. come with abundant blessings of the gospel of Christ. 

30 Moreover 1 beseech you, brethren, by our Lord Jesu3 Christ 
and by the love of the Spirit, that ye strive together for me, in 

31 your prayers to God in my behalf | that I may be delivered 
from the unbelieving in Judea, and that my service for Jem- 

32 salem may be acceptable to the saints; [also] that I may come 
to you with joy (if God will), and may be refreshed among you 

33 The God of peace be with you all, Amen! 


Various salutatious. Caulion against divisions. Conclusion. 

XVI. Now I commend to you Plicbe our sister, who is a dcacon- 

2 ess of the church of Ccnchrea, | that ye may receive her in the 
Lord in a manner worthy of the saints, and give her assistance 
in any thing wherein she may need it of you ; for she herself 
hath been a helper of many, and especially of me. 

3 Salute Priscilla and Aquila, my fellow-labourers in Christ Je- 

4 sus | (who exposed themselves to great danger in my behalf; to 
whom not only I myself am grateful, but even all the churches 
of the Gentiles); | and the church which is at their house. 

5 Salute Epcnetus, my beloved, who is the first fruit of Asia in 
,} Christ. Salute Mary, who laboured much for us. Salute A 11 - 

dronicus and Junias, my kinsmen and fellow-prisoners, who arc of 

8 note among the apostles, and who were before me in Christ. Sa- 

9 lute Amplias my beloved in the Lord. Salute Urbanus, our 

10 fellow-labourer in Christ. Salute them of the household of 

11 Aristobulus. Salute Hcrodian, my kinsman. Salute them of 

12 the household of Narcissus, who are in the Lord. Salute Try- 
phene and Tryphosa, who labour in the Lord. Salute Persia 
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13 the beloved, who laboured much in the Lord. Salute Rufus, 

14 elect in the Lord, and his mother, and mine. Salute Asyn- 
critus, Fhlegon, Hennas, Patrobas, Hermes, and the brethren 

15 with them.—Salute Philologus and Julias, Nereus and his sister, 

16 and Olympas, and all the saints with them. Salute each other 
with a holy kiss. All the churches of Christ salute you. 

17 Moreover 1 beseech you, brethren, to beware of those who 
occasion divisions and offences, contrary to the doctrines 

18 which ye have learned. For such serve not the Lord Jesus 
Christ, but their own appetite; and by flattery and fair speeches 

19 they beguile the minds of the simple. For your obedience is 
known to all; I rejoice therefore concerning you, and'desire 
you to be w r ise in respect to that which is good, but simple in 

20 respect to that which is evil. May the God of all peace shortly 
bruise Satan under your feet I The grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ be with you! 

21 Timothy my fellow r -labourcr, and Luke and Jason, and Sosi- 

22 pater, my kinsmen, salute you. (I Tertius, who wrote this 

23 epistle, salute you in the Lord.) Gaius salutcth you, who is my 
host and that of the whole church. Erastus salutcth you, the 

24 chamberlain of the city, and Quartus, a brother. The grace of 
our Lord Jesus Christ be with you all, Amen ! 

25 Mow unto him who is able to establish you, according to my 
gospel, even the gospel of Jesus Christ; according to the reve¬ 
lation of the mystery which was kept silent in ancient times, 

26 | but is now manifested by the prophetic Scriptures, [and] ac¬ 
cording to the command of the eternal God made known to all 

27 nations for the obedience of faith;—to the only wise God, 
through Jesus .Christ, to whom be glory for ever, Amen! 
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The object of this Appendix, is to present a brief view of the most distinguished commentators, 
ancient and modern, upon the Epistle to the Romans. 

Origen (f253), Coinm. in Ep. ad Rom, in Vol. IV. ed. de la 
Rue ; extant only in the Latin translation of RuRnus, by whom it 
was abridged in some places, and enlarged in others. Like all of 
Origen’s expositions, it contains not a little that is ancifnl or arbi¬ 
trary ; but it also contains some good hints. 

Chrysostom (f407). Homil. XXXII. in Ep. ad Rom., Vol. IX. 
ed. Month; distinguished by much sound interpretation, simplicity 
of representation, elegance of language, and a glowing ardour of 
piety. The master-piece of ancient commentary. 

Augustine (t430), Inchoata Expos. Ep. ad Rom., also Expos, 
quarundam Proposit. ex Ep. ad Rom., in Vol. II. Opp.,ed. Benedict; 
dogmatic rather than philological, yet not without acuteness. 

Thcodorct (f circa 450), whose commentary is contained in Vol. 
III., ed. Halle. His interpretations arc, for the most part, brief, 
plain, grammatical, and direct. But they are not always well 
studied, nor very weighty. He is inferior to Chrysostom in his 
remarks on this epistle. 

Oecumcnius (cent. 10), Comm, in Ep.Pauli, Paris, 1631; contains 
excerpts from Chrysostom, Photius, Basil, &c., with remarks of his 
own. They arc highly valued by critics. 

Theophylact (cent. II), Comm, in Ep. Pauli, Lond. 1630; con¬ 
tains an abridgment of Chrysostom, which is very acceptable to the 
beginner in the reading of Greek commentary ; even more so than 
the'original, as it is exceedingly easy and plain. 

Besides these, there is a Comm, of Pelagius, printed in Hicron. 
Opp. Tom. V. ed. Mart., abridged and augmented by Cassiodorus, so 
that what is genuine can no longer be certainly ascertained. Also 
Hilary (commonly named Ambrosiaster ) published a Comm, on the 
1 3 Epistles of Paul. It is of little value. Who this Hilary was is 
unknown. 
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Thomas Aquinas (fl274), Comm, in Ep. Pauli. Ant. 1591; con¬ 
tains some very acute theological commentary; philological is not to 
be expected from him. 

Erasmus (fl536), Paraphrasis in Ep. ad Rom., in Crit. Sac. Tom. 
VII.; fine Latin, and many good remarks. The main object of the 
epistle he does not seem to have rightly apprehended. 

Calvin, Comm. &c., in Opp., Tom. VII.; fundamental investiga¬ 
tion of the logic and course of thought contained in the epistle; very 
little verbal criticism. Many a difficulty is solved without any ap¬ 
pearance of effort, or any show of learning. Calvin is by far the 
most distinguished of all the commentators of his times. 

Melancthon and Zuingle wrote Scholia merely, on the Ep. to the 
Romans. Both exhibit good hints, but not much philology. Their 
Notes are contained in their respective Works . 

Bcza (fldOo), Nov. Test. 1598. His Notes on Romans are va¬ 
luable in a grammatical and philological point of view. He was an 
excellent Greek scholar; and his Notes are almost always worth 
consulting. 

Buccr (f 1551), Metaphrases et Enarrationes Ep. Pauli, 1586; 
distinguished for natural and artless interpretation, and a good talent 
for this department of labour. 

Grotius (t 1645), Comm, in Opp.; also separately, Par. 1644, 2 
Vols. Remarks philological, grammatical, historical, antiquarian, 
&c., distinguished all the exegetieal works of Grotius, beyond those 
of any writer before him, or in his day. u The shell he takes off 
with wonderful dexterity ; but the nut he seldom tastes, and more 
seldom relishes.” 

llunnius, Justinian, Cornelius a Lapide, Baldwin, Cocceius, Scb. 
Schmidt, Limborch, S. J. Baumgarten, J. B. Carpzov, Wolf, Heu- 
mann, C. Schmid, have all written commentaries, more or less, on the 
Ep. to the Romans. Some good things may be found in most of 
them ; but hardly enough to repay the trouble of reading at the pre¬ 
sent day. 

In the Critici Sacri , (Amstclod.), arc contained the Comm, of 
Valla, Revius, Erasmus, Vatablus, Castalio, Clarius, Zegcrus, Dru- 
eiua, Casaubonus, Gualterius, Cameronius, Jac. and Ludov. Capel¬ 
ins, and Grotius. Of these, Drusius, Erasmus, Clarius, Grotius, 
Cameronius, and J. Capellus, are especially worth consulting. 

J. A.Turrctin (|1737), Prcelcctioncs in Ep. ad Romanos (in Opp.)- 
of distinguished exegetieal talent; for the most part his interpreta- 
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tion is simple and natural, and adorned with some admirable refer¬ 
ences to the classics. A truly multum in parvo book. 

Koppe (1791), in Novo Test. Koppiauo. The manner of the 
interpretation is good, being simple and philological. But Koppe 
had not deeply studied this epistle, nor does he seem to have imbibed 
the true spirit of it. 

Besides the commentators in form, already named, there are several 
important subsidiary works; e, < 7 ., Schottgen, Horae Talmudicae, 
Tom. II. Eisner, Observatt. Sacra, Tom. II. Kypke, Observatt. 
•iac. Tom. II. Bauer, Philol. Thucyd. Paulina, Raphel, Annott. 
Philo), in N. Test, ex Xenophontc, &c., Yol. II. Palairet, Observ. 
Philol. Crit. in N. Test. Krebs, Observatt. c Joscpho. Losner, 
Observatt. e Philone. Mtinthe, Observ. c Diodoro. Rambach, In- 
troduct. histor. theol. in Ep. Pauli ad Komanos. 

Keccnt works on the epistle to the Romans are those of Platt and 
Tlioluck ; both of them excellent, but especially the latter. Tholuck 
has greatly the advantage as a philologist. Of him I have suffi¬ 
ciently spoken in my preface to the first edition. I regret much that 
his new edition corrected, with Excursus, &c., has not yet come to 
hand in this country. 

Of the very recent works on this epistle, I have spoken sufficiently 
in my preface to the present edition; and therefore need not here 
recount them. 

The English works on the Epistle to the Romans, are too well 
known to need mentioning or recommending here. Henry, Whitby, 
Doddridge, Guise, John Taylor, Mackniglit, Scott, A. Clarke, Bloom¬ 
field, and many others, are known to all who study commentary. 
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